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EDITOR'S   PREFACE. 


It  is  now  thirty  years  .since  Mr.  Cruise's  Digest  of 
the  Law  of  Real  Property  was  first  published.  Dur- 
ing that  time  it  has  gone  through  three  large  editions; 
.and  a  fourth  being  required,  is  such  unequivocal  proof 
of'inerit,  that  it  would  be  impertinent,  in  this  place,  to 
attempt  any  commendation  of  a  work,  already  so 
.strongly  impressed  with  the  stamp  of  public  appro- 
bation. 

In  preparing  the  present,  the  £ditor  has  carefully 
ende3vpured  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  text  of 
the  third  edition ;  and,  in  almost  every  instance,  the 
corrections,  alterations,  and  additions  will  be  found 
within  brackets.  He  has  corrected  whatever  errors 
were  discpvered,  either  in  the  statements  of  the  cases 
cited  by  Mr.  Cruise,  or  in  his  conclusions ;  and  has 
added  the  laading  authorities  reported  since  the  pub- 
lication of  the  third,  edition. 

The  several  statutes,  lately  effecting  important  and 
extensive  changes  in  the  law  of  real  property,  very 
much  increased  the  anxiety  and  responsibility  of  the 
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laborious  task  undertaken  by  the  Editor ;  and,  in  the 
execution  of  that  portion  of  his  duty  more  particu- 
larly, he  feels  some  claim  must  be  made  upon  the 
indulgence  of  the  profession.  He  cannot  be  so  san- 
guine in  the  success  of  his  efforts,  as  to  suppose  there 
are  not  many  instances,  in  which  the  bearings  of 
these  statutes  upon  the  old  law,  have  escaped  his 
attention.  Indeed,  many  years  must  elapse  before  all 
the  consequences  of  the  changes  can  be  known. 

Nearly  1100  cases^  either  stated  or  referred  to,  have 
been  added  in  the  present  edition,  and  these  are  dis- 
tinguished in  the  Index  of  Cases  by  an  asterisk. 

The  Editor  is  responsible  for  Chapter  XVI.  on 
Powers  of  Sale  and  Exchange,  under  the  title  Deed, 
Vol.  IV. ;  and  for  the  additional  Chapter  on  Merger, 
Vol.  VI.  For  the  insertion  of  the  latter,  an  apology 
is  not  deemed  necessary,  the  subject  being  important, 
and  but  incidentally  noticed  by  Mr.  Cruise.  The  Edi- 
tor most  fully  acknowledges  his  obligations  to  the  va- 
luable labours  of  Mr.  Preston,  in  his  third  volume  of 
Conveyancing:  but  thinking  the  subject  of  Merger 
not  exhausted,  and  that  a  short  treatise  upon  it  would 
be  acceptable,  he  ventured  to  insert  the  Chapter  under 
Tit.  XXXIX. 

The  Acts  relating  to  real  property,  passed  in  the  last 
session  of  Parliament,  and  subsequently  to  the  printing 
of  the  fifth  volume,  have  been  inserted  or  abridged  in 
an  Appendix,  Vol.  VII. ;  and  through  this  medium, 
the  Editor  has  offered  some  observations  upon  a  few 
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points,  that  have  occurred  in  practice,  principally  re- 
specting the  construction  of  the  English  Act  for  abo- 
lishing fines  and  recoveries. 

Until  the  second  volume  was  nearly  printed,  he 
was  not  aware  of  the  inaccuracies  in  the  references 
to  cases,  in  the  margin  of  the  last  edition :  when,  there- 
fore, such  inaccuracies  in  the  two  first  volumes  are  not 
mentioned  among  the  Errata,  the  reader  will  find  the 
names  and  references  accurately  inserted  in  the  Gene- 
ral Index  of  Cases,  Vol.  VII.  The  references  to  the 
cases  in  the  four  succeeding  volumes  have  been  ex- 
amined and  corrected ;  and,  through  the  kindness  of 
friends,  the  Editor  has  collated  several  copies  of  the 
former  editions. 


Lincoln  s  InH, 
Novemker,  1834. 


ADVERTISEMENT 


TO 


THK  THIRD  EDITION. 


THE  favourable  reception  which  this  Work  has  met 
with  from  the  Profession,  induced  the  Author  to  add 
to  the  Second  Edition,  a  Preliminary  Dissertation  on 
Tenures;  together  with  a  Chapter  on  the  Statute  of 
Frauds ;  and  also  to  use  his  utmost  endeavours,  by  a 
careful  revision  and  correction  of  the  whole,  and  by 
the  addition  of  many  new  cases,  to  render  it  more 
complete. 

The  Third  Edition  has  been  carefully  revised  and 
improved  by  the  addition  of  several  cases  and  re- 
ferences. 
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PREFACE 


TO 


THE   FIRST  EDITION 


Although  the  Law  of  Real  Property  forms  the  most 
eiBlensive  and  abstruse  branch  of  our  jurisprudence, 
yet  no  attempt  has  hitherto  been  made  to  reduce  it  to  a 
distinct  and  comprehensive  system.  A  Digest  of  this 
part  of  the  Law  is  therefore  here  offered  to  the  Profes- 
sion ;  in  which  a  systematic  distribution  is  framed  of 
the  general  principles  of  each  Title ;  supported  by 
abridgments  of  the  cases,  in  which  those  principles 
have  been  established,  or  confirmed. 

It  is  but  of  late  years  that  this  mode  of  treating 
legal  subjects  has  been  adopted.  Our  abridgments 
and  treatises  on  particular  Titles  of  the  law  formerly 
contained  little  more  than  a  collection  of  the  adjudged 
cases,  that  had  been  determined  on  each  Title ;  dis- 
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posed  without  much  method,  and  without  establishing 
or  deducing  any  general  principles. 

There  was,  however,  one  eminent  exception ;  the 
excellent  Essay  on  Contingent  Remainders  by  the 
late  Mr.  Fearne.  The  perusal  of  that  admirable  work 
first  suggested  to  the  Author  the  idea  of  attempting  to 
form  a  methodical  arrangement  of  the  general  principles 
of  the  Law  of  Real  Property.  And  upwards  of  twenty 
years  since,  he  submitted  to  the  Profession  his  Essay 
on  Fines,  written  avowedly  on  that  phtn. 

The  favourable  reception  with  which  the  Profession 
honoured  that  attempt,  encouraged  him  to  proceed  in 
discumng  all  the  other  Titles  belonging  to  this  part 
of  the  Law  ki  the  same  manner.  In  the  pmocutkm 
of  thia  Work  be  became  every  day  more  ae&siUe, 
that  the  true  mode  of  treating  legal  rabjocts,  en  well 
ae  other  branches  of  aoience,  is  by  a  ayttematic  dis- 
tribution of  abstract  principles,  illustrated  and  sup- 
ported by  adjudged  cases.  In  this  idea  be  was  fully 
confirmed  by  the  authority  of  the  late  Sir  William 
Jones  ;  who  has  truly  said»  "If  law  be  a  science,  and 
really  deserve  so  sublime  a  name,  it  must  be  founded 
on  principle,  and  claim  an  exalted  rank  in  the  empire 
of  reason.  But  if  it  be  merely  an  unconnected  series 
of  decrees  and  ordinances,  its  use  may  remain,  though 
its  dignity   be    lessened  ^    and   he    will    become   the 
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greatest  lawyer  who  has  the   strongest  habitual  or 
artificial  memory."  (a) 

Although  the  portion  of  time  which  the  Author  has 
been  able  to  spare  from  the  avocations  of  his  pro- 
fession has,  for  several  years,  been  employed  in  the 
execution  of  this  Work,  yet  he  is  conscious  that  many 
omissions,  and,  he  fears,  errors,  may  be  discovered 
in  it.  But  such  must  be  the  case  in  every  attempt 
of  this  nature.  Those,  who  are  most  conversant  in 
our  law,  will  be  most  sensible  of  the  impossibility  of 
attaining,  or  even  approaching  to  perfection.  Such, 
indeed,  is  the  condition  of  human  knowledge,  that 
the  same  observation  is  applicable  to  almost  every 
branch  of  science. 

A  late  learned  and  reverend  prelate  has  justly  re- 
marked, that  ''a  system  arising  from  the  collection 
and  arrangement  of  a  multitude  of  minute  particulars, 
which  often  elude  the  most  careful  search,  and  some- 
times escape  observation,  when  they  are  most  obvious, 
must  always  stand  iii  need  of  improvement."  (b) 

(a)  Law  of  Bailments. 

(6)  Preface  to  Doctor  Lowth'8  Grammar. 
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Section  L 

TT  is  generally  agreed  that  the  laws  of  England  are  derived  Sources  of  the 
-■-  from  those  of  the  northern  nations,  who,  migrating  from  the     °^  " 
forests  of  Germany,  overturned  the  Roman  empire,  and  estab- 
lished themselves  in  the  southern  parts  of  Europe. 
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2.  Both  the  Danes  and  Saxons  were  undoubtly  swarms  from 
the  northern  hive :  it  may  therefore  be  presumed  that  the  de- 
scription which  Tacitus  has  left  us  of  the  manners  and  customs 
of  the  Germans  is  in  every  respect  applicable  to  them*  And  as 
the  Saxons  upon  their  establishment  in  England  exterminated, 
rather  than  subdued^  the  ancient  inhabitants,  they  introduced 
their  own  laws,  without  adopting  the  smallest  portion  of  those 
which  prevailed  among  the  ancient  Britons. 

3.  The  French  nation  also  derive  their  origin  from  a  tribe  of 
Germans  who  crossed  the  Rhine  under  Clovis  about  the  year  481, 
and  established  themselves  in  the  northern  provinces  of  France. 

4.  The  different  German  tribes  were  first  governed  by  codes  of 
laws  formed  by  their  respective  chiefs.  One  of  the  most  ancient 
of  these  is  the  Salic  law,  which  is  generally  supposed  to  have 
been  written  in  the  fifth  century. 

5.  Montesquieu  says, —  the  tribe  of  the  Ripuarian  Franks 
having  united  themselves  to  the  Salian  Franks  under  Clovis, 
preserved  their  original  customs.  That  Theodoric,  king  of  Aus- 
trasia,  caused  them  to  be  reduced  into  writing ;  and  also  col- 
lected the  laws  of  the  Bavarians  and  Germans,  who  were  subject 
to  his  kingdom.  As  to  the  Saxons,  Charlemagne,  who  was  their 
first  conqueror,  gave  them  a  code  of  laws  which  is  still  extant. 

6.  While  Clovis  and  his  descendants  governed  France  that 
country  was  ruled  by  the  Theodosian  code  and  the  laws  of  the 
different  German  tribes  who  had  settled  there.  But  the  Theo- 
dosian code  was  in  course  of  time  abrogated  or  forgotten; 
because  great  advantages  were  allowed  to  those  who  lived  under 
the  Salic  Law. 

7.  During  the  reigns  of  the  first  French  monarchs,  a  general 
assembly  of  the  nation  took  place  every  year,  in  the  month  of 
March,  afterwards  in  the  month  of  May;  where  many  ordi- 
nances were  made  which  acquired  the  force  of  law,  and  were 
called  Capitulariu 

8.  The  introduction  of  feuds  produced  a  variety  of  regulations 
inconsistent  with  the  ancient  codes  of  laws ;  and  France  became 
at  that  time  divided  into  an  infinite  number  of  small  seigniories, 
whose  lords  acknowledged  a  feudal  dependency  only,  not  a  po- 
litical one,  on  the  monarch.  In  consequence  of  this  circum- 
stance it  became  impossible  that  they  should  all  be  regulated  by 
the  same  laws.    The  codes  of  the  Germans  and  the  Capitularia, 
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were  superseded  by  these  local  customs  ;  each  seigniory  and  pro* 
vince  had  its  own ;  and  there  were  scarce  two  seigniories  in  the 
whde  kingdom  whose  customs  agreed  in  every  particular. 

9.  Several  of  these  customs  were  collected  atid  published  in 
the  course  of  the  fifteenth  century,  under  the  directions  of  the 
kings  of  France,  and  authenticated  by  the  most  eminent  lawyers 
and  magistrates  of  the  different  provinces ;  but  they  had  in 
general  been  put  into  writing  by  private  individuals  long  before 
that  period. 

10*  Normandy,  like  all  other  provinces  of  France,  was  govern- 
ed by  its  own  customs.  When  it  was  ceded  to  Rollo  in  the 
year  912,  to  be  held  of  the  crown  of  France  by  homage  and 
fealty,  he  caused  an  enquiry  to  be  made  into  its  ancient  usages, 
and  added  his  sanction  to  their  former  authority.  Now  as  Nor- 
mandy did  not  experience  those  troubles  and  revolutions  which 
disturbed  the  other  parts  of  France,  during  the  tenth  and 
eleventh  centuries,  it  is  generally  supposed  that  the  original  laws  Houaid's 
and  customs  of  the  Franks  were  preserved  with  more  purity, 
and  suffered  less  from  a  mixture  of  the  canon  and  civil  law  in 
Normandy,  than  in  any  other  province  of  France. 

11.  Upon  the  establishment  of  the  Normans  in  England,  the 
whole  customary  law  of  that  province,  which  according  to  Bas- 
nage,  one  of  its  best  commentators,  had  been  already  reduced 
into  writing,  was  introduced  here ;  and  as  our  kings  had  great 
possessions  in  France,  and  frequently  visited  that  country  for 
two  centuries  after  the  Conquest,  they  borrowed  from  the  French 
many  of  the  improvements  which  were  made  in  their  jurispru- 
dence, and  established  them  in  England. 

12.  If  these  facts  are  admitted,  it  will  follow  that  the  primeval 
customs  of  the  Germans,  as  described  by  Tacitus ;  the  codes  of 
the  different  German  tribes  (a),  together  with  the  laws  of  the 
Germans  during  the  middle  ages ;  the  Capitularia  of  the  French 
monarchs  of  the  two  first  races ;  and  the  customs  of  the  different 
provinces  of  France,  particularly  those  of  Normandy,  which 
were  chiefly  founded  on  feudal  principles ;  are  the  real  sources 
from  which  our  ancient  laws  can,  with  any  certainty,  be  deduced. 

13.  In  the  ninth  and  tenth  centuries  there  were  only  two  Origin  of 
tenures,  or  modes  of  holding  lands  upon  the  continent,  which     ^"  '' 

(a)  Sir  H.  Spelman  sayi,  —  In  Ugibtu  Henrici  I.   Regis  Anglia  multa  reperio  t 
Legt  StUied  diprompta  ;  inUrdum  nominatim,  interdttm  vtrbatim,  — Gloss.  Voc.  Lex. 

b2 
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were  called  Allodial  and  Feudal.    Allodial  lands  were  those 
whereof  the  owner  had  the  dominium  directum  et  verum ;  the  com- 
plete and  absolute  property,  free  from  all  services  to  any  par- 
Dumoulin.         ticular  lord.     Allodium  proprietas  qua  d  nuUo  recognoscitur.     Te- 

nere  in  Allodium,  id  estj  in  pletiam  et  absolutam  proprietatem. 
Habet  integrum  et  directum  dominium  quale  cL  prindpio  de  jure 
gentium  fuit  distributum  et  distinctum.  So  that  the  owner  of  an 
Allodium  could  dispose  of  it  at  his  pleasure ;  or  transmit  it  as  an 
inheritance  to  his  children. 

14.  A  feud  was  a  tract  of  land  acquired  by  the  voluntary  and 

gratuitous  donation  of  a  superior ;  and  held  on   condition  of 

fidelity  and  certain  services,  which  were  in  general  of  a  military 

nature.     The  tenure  of  the  feudatory  was  of  the  most  precarious 

kind,  depending  entirely  on  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  person 

who  granted ;  and  this  singular  system  was  derived  from  the 

follovnng  circumstances  :  — 

DeBelloGal.         15.  We  leam  from  Caesar  and  Tacitus  that  the  individual 

De  Mor!  Ger.     German  had  no  private  property  in  land  ;  that  it  was  his  nation 

C.26.  Qj.  tribe  which  allowed  him  annually  a  portion  of  ground  for 

his  support ;  that  the  ultimate  property,  or  dominium  verum  of 
the  lands,  was  vested  in  the  tribe ;  and  that  the  portions  dealt 
out  to  individuals  returned  to  the  public,  after  they  had  reaped 
the  fruits  of  them.  Thus  Tacitus  says, —  Agri  pro  numera 
cultorum  ab  universis  per  vices  occupantur,  quos  max  inter  se  securt- 
dum  dignationem  partiuntur,  Facilitatem  partiendi  camporum 
$paiia  prastant ;  arva  per  annos  mutant,  et  superest  ager. 

16.  With  these  ideas  and  this  practice  the  Germans  made 
conquests.  When  they  had  acquired  a  province  of  the  empire, 
the  land  became  the  property  of  the  victorious  nation ;  each 
individual  laid  claim  to  a  share  of  it ;  a  tract  of  ground  was 
accordingly  marked  out  for  the  leader  of  the  expedition ;  and, 
to  the  inferior  orders,  portions,  corresponding  to  their  respective 
merits  and  importance,  were  allotted. 

17.  As  the  quantity  of  land  thus  acquired  was  not  suflScient 
to  allow  of  an  annual  change ;  and  as  die  increased  knowledge 
of  agriculture,  and  the  refinement  of  manners  which  then  took 
place  would  have  rendered  such  an  annual  change  extremely 
inconvenient ;  the  lands  thus  given  became  the  permanent  proper* 
ty  of  the  occupiers. 

18.  The  situation  of  a  German  tribe  on  its  first  establishment 
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in  a  coDquei'ed  country  being  extremely  precarious,  the  necessity 
of  defence  induced  the  chiefs  to  annex  to  each  grant  or  allotment 
of  land  a  condition  of  military  service.  The  generality  of  wri- 
ters have  concluded  from  this  circumstance,  that  the  allotments 
of  land  originally  made  to  the  individuals  of  a  German  tribe,  on 
their  first  establishment  in  a  conquered  country,  were,  mere 
betiefida,  or  feuds^  and  have  derived  from  thence  the  origin  of 
the  Feudal  Law.  But  a  variety  of  arguments  may  be  produced 
to  prove  that  the  land's  thus  granted  were  not  feuds. 

19.  It  is  universally  admitted  that  feuds  were  originally 
voluiftaryand  gratuitous  donations,  to  be  held  at  the  mere  will 
of  the  giver.  Who  could  resuiie  thed^.at  pleasure.  Now  when 
the  Germans  first  settled  in  the  southern  parts  of  Europe,  they 
enjoyed  a  very  great  degree  of  liberty ;  and  upon  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  lands  in  a  conquered  province,  each  individual  claim- 
ed that  portion  of  them  to  which  his  rank  and  services  entiled 
him,  not  as  a  favour,  but  as  a  right,  being  the  just  reward  of  his 

toils.     Nor  can  it  be  supposed  that  a  people  who  did  not  conquer  Robertson's 
for  their  chiefs  only,  but  also  for  themselves,  should  submit  to  vol'l254.'8vo.' 
hold  their  acquisitions  as  the  voluntary  and  gratuitous  doneytions 
of  their  leader,  and  on  so  precarious  a  tenure  as  his  will  and 
pleasure. 

20.  The  feudal  system  was  not  generally  established  till  some 
centuries  after  the  settlement  of  the  German  nations  in  Italy 
and  France ;  nor  did  the  circumstance  of  annexing  a  condition 
of  military  service  to  a  grant  of  lands>  imply  that  they  were 
held  by  a  feudal  tenure  ;  for  the  possessors  of  allodial  property, 

who  were  in  France  called  Liberi  Homines,  were  bound  to  the  Droit  Pub. 

/.  r       -iv  -J  ^1.1      Robertson's 

pertormance  of  military   service;    and   some   very  respectable  Hist. of Cha. v. 
French  writers,  among  whom  is  Mons.  Bouquet,  derive  the  word  Voi.i.266.8vo. 
allodium  from  las,  which  signifies  lot ;  and,  from  this  etymology,  Hist,  des  Fran- 
conclude  that  allodial  property  was  that  which  was  acquired  by  219*. 
lot,  upon  the  distribution  of  lands  among  the  Franks. 

21.  The  original  idea  of  feuds  appears  to  have  been  derived 
from  the  following  circumstances.  Tacitus  says,  the  chief  men 
among  the  Germans  endeavoured  to  attach  to  their  persons  and 
interests  certain  adherents  whom  they  called  Comiies :  —  Jnsignis 
nobilttaSf  atU  magna  patrum  merita,  principis  dignationem  etiam 
adolescentibus  adsignant.  Cateri  robusiioribus  ac  jampridem  pro- 
baiis  aggregantur :  nee  rubor  inter  comites  aspid.  '  Gradus  quine- 
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tiam  et  ipse  comitus  habet,  jadicio  ejus,  quern  sectantur  ;  magnaquc 
et  condtum  amulatio,  quibus  primus  apud  prindpem  suum  locus  ; 
et  prindpum  cui  plurimi  et  acerrimi  comites.  Hoc  dignitas,  ht 
vires,  magno  semper  ekctarum  juvenum  globo  circumdari ;  in  pace 
decus,  in  bdlo  pne^dium, 

22.  This  custom  was  continued  by  the  German  princes  in 
their  new  settlements ;  those  comites  or  attendants  were  called 
Vassi,  Antrustiones,  Leudes,  Homines  in  truste  regis.  The  compo- 
sition paid  for  the  murder  of  a  person  of  this  description,  the 
only  standard  by  which  we  are  enabled  to  judge  of  the  rank  and 
condition  of  persons  in  the  middle  ages,  was  triple  to  that  paid 
for  the  murder  of  a  common  freeman. 

23.  While  the  German  tribes  remained  in  their  own  country, 
they  courted  and  preserved  the  favour  of  their  comites  by  presents 
of  arms  and  horses,  and  by  hospitality.  Thus  Tacitus  says — 
Exigunt  (comites)  prindpis  sui  liberalitate  ilium  bellatorum  equum, 
illam  cruentam  victricemque  Trameam ;  nam  epulte,  et  quamquam 
iticompti,  iargi  tamen  apparcAus  pro  stipendio  cedunt.  When  these 
princes  settled  in  the  countries  they  had  conquered,  they  bestow- 
ed a  part  of  the  lands  allotted  to  them,  which  were  known  by 
the  name  of  Rscus  Regis,  or  Domanium  Regis,  on  their  adherents 
as  the  reward  of  their  fidelity.  These  donations  were  originally 
called  Beneficia,  because  they  were  gratuitous ;  in  coarse  of  time 
they  acquired  the  name  of  Feuda.  The  persons  to  whom  this 
kind  of  property  was  given  became  thereby  subject  to  fidelity, 
and  the  performance  of  military  services  to  those  from  whom 
they  received  them. 

24.  Mons.  Bignon,  in  his  notes  on  the  Formulae  of  Marculphus, 
says,  —  Proprietate  et  Fisco  dua  notantur  bonorum  species:  et 
velut  maxima  rerum  dhnsio  qua  eo  seculo  recepta  erat,  omnia 
namque  pradia  aut  propria  erant,  aut  fiscaUa.  Propria  sea  pro- 
prietates  dicebantur  qua  nulUusjuri  obnoxia  erant,  sed  optima  maxir 
mo  jure  possidebantur ;  ideoque  ad  haredes  transibant.  FiscaHa 
vero  benefida,  sivejisd,  vocabantur  qua  a  rege  ut  plurimum,  postea 
que  ab  aliis,  ita  concedebantur,  ut  certis  legibus  servitOsque  ob- 
noxia, cum  vita  acdpientisjinirentur, 

25*  The  learned  Muratori,  in  his  Antiquitates  Italici  Medd 
Mm,  has  given  a  Dissertation  on  Allodial  and  Feudal  Tenures. 
He  states  that  feuds  derive  their  origin  from  the  Germans,  and 
were  originally  called  Benefiaa.    That  the  ancient  Vassi  et  Vas- 
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sa/i  were  persons  who  attached  themselves  to  kings  and  princes, 
in  order  to  acquire  the  privileges  to  which  those  who  formed  a 
part  of  their  families  were  entitled ;  and  also  in  the  hope  of  ob- 
taining, from  the  liberality  of  their  lords,  benefiday  that  is,  the 
usufruct  of  a  portion  of  their  royal  demesnes,  during  the  lives 
of  their  lords*  That  whenever  a  person  of  noble  birth  attached 
himself  in  this  manner  to  a  prince,  he  took  an  oath  of  fidelity 
to  him,  and  was  afterwards  called  Vassus  or  Vassallus ;  which 
words  occurred  in  a  Capitularium  of  Louis  the  Pious,  of  the 
year  823.  That  to  constitute  a  vassus  it  was  not  necessary  he 
should  have  a  benefidum.  That  an  allodium  was  an  inheritance 
was  an  inheritance  which  might  be  alienated  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  possessor ;  and  the  words  by  which  it  was  granted  usually 
were, —  ut  proprietario  jure  teneat  atque  possideat ;  seu  fadat  inde 
quicquid  voluerit^  tarn  ipse  quamque  haredes  ipsius, 

26.  Although  feuds  were  originally  granted  by  kings  and 
princes  only ;  yet  in  a  short  time  the  great  lords  to  whom  the 
kings  had  allotted  extensive  tracts  of  land,  partly  from  a  dispo- 
sition to  imitate  their  superiors,  and  partly  for  the  purpose  of 
attaching  persons  to  their  particular  fortunes,  bestowed  a  portion 
of  their  demesnes  as  benefices  or  feuds.  The  greater  part  of 
the  lands  in  Italy  and  France,  were,  however,  held  by  an  allodial 
tenure,  till  the  beginning  of  the  tenth  century,  when  the  feudal 
system  appears  to  have  been  generally  adopted  in  those  countries. 

27.  As  allodial  property  was  much  more  desirable  than  feudal, 
such  a  change  appears  surprising ;  especially  when  we  are  inform- 
ed that  allodial  property  was  frequently  converted  into  feudal 
by  the  voluntary  deed  of  the  possessor.  The  reasons  which 
induced  the  proprietors  of  allodial  lands  to  convert  them  into 

feuds  are  thus  explained  by  the  president  Montesquieu : — ^Those  Esprit  des 
who  held  feuds  were  entitled  to  great  privileges :  the  composition  ^  3^'    * 

or  fine  for  the  commission  of  a  crime  against  a  feudatory  was  iierv^,  Vol.  h 

102 
much  greater  than  that  for  a  person  who  held  his  lands  by  an 

allodial  tenure.  But  the  chief  motive  for  this  alteration  was,  to 
acquire  the  protection  of  some  powerful  lord,  without  which,  in 
those  times  of  anarchy  and  confusion,  it  was  scarce  possible  for 
an  individual  to  preserve  either  his  liberty  or  his  property.  These, 
and  probably  other  reasons  with  which  we  are  unacquainted, 
produced  an  extension  of  the  feudal  tenure  over  the  whole  west- 
ern world. 
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28.  Feuds  upoo  their  first  introduction  were  regulated  by  un- 
written customs.  In  the  year  1170  the  Emperor  Frederick 
Barbarossa  directed  a  code  of  the  feudal  law  to  be  compiled, 
which  was  accordingly  executed,  and  published  at  Milan.  It 
was  called  The  Liber  Feudorum:  and  was  di?ided  into  five 
books,  of  which  the  two  first,  and  some  fragments  of  the  three 
last,  still  exist,  and  are  printed  at  the  end  of  all  the  modem  edi- 
tions of  the  Corpus  Juris  CivUis.  This  work  is  probably  no  more 
than  a  collection  of  the  customs  most  generally  adhered  to  in 
feudal  matters,  and  the  constitutions  of  the  Emperors  Lotharius, 
Conrad,  and  Frederick,  respecting  feuds. 

29.  A  feud  is  thus  defined  by  Craig : — Esifeudum  beneftcium, 
seu  benevolo  ei  libera  rei  immobilis,  out  aquipollaiiiSf  ctmcessio,  cum 
utilis  dmnuui  translatione ;  retenta  prcprieiaie,  seu  dondmo  directo: 
sub^fidelitaie,  ei  exkibitione  servitiorwn  houesiorum. 

30.  It  was  benevolo  ei  libera  concessio:  being  supposed  to  have 
been  originally  granted  from  motives  of  mere  bevevolence,  and 
not  for  any  sum  of  money,  or  other  valuable  consideration.  Or, 
as  it  is  expressed  in  the  Liber  Feudorum, —  Tanium  ex  amore  ei 
konore  acquirendum  esifeudum  rei  immobilis,  that  is,  nothing  but 
land  or  immoveable  property  could  be  granted  as  a  feud. 

Dondnii  uiilis. — The  civilians  distinguish  between  the  pro- 
prietas  and  the  dominium  utile.  The  proprieias  is  the  absolute 
property ;  the  dominium  uiile  is  only  the  right  of  using  the  thing 
for  a  certain  time. 

Sub  Jidelitoie.  — This  was  the  bond  of  connexion  between  the 
lord  and  his  vassal ;  and  the  most  essential  citcumstance  in  the 
contract,  as  will  be  shown  hereafter. 

Servitiorunu  —  Services  were  also  essential  to  a  feud.  They 
were  generally  of  a  military  nature :  but  still  feuds  were  not  un- 
frequently  granted  in  consideration  of  other  services. 

31.  A  modem  French  writer  observes  that  it  wiU  appear,  from 
an  attentive  consideration  of  the  origin  and  progress  offends,  to 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  person  creating  a  feud,  to  secure 
a  constant  acknowledgement  of  the  grant  as  long  as  it  subsisted ; 
in  which  it  differed  from  all  other  grants ;  and  therefore  that  a 
gift  of  a  feud  ought  to  be  defined,  —  **  Cue  concession  foite  a  la 
charge  (Tune  reconnoissance  toujours  subsisianie,  qui  doii  se  mamf es- 
ter de  la  maniere  convenue.^* 

32.  The  first  and  most  general  division  of  feuds  was  into 
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proper  and  improper  ones.  Proper  feuds  were  such  as  were 
purely  military,  given  milititB  gratidy  without  price,  to  persons 
duly  qualified  for  military  service.  Improper  feuds  were  those 
which  did  not,  in  point  of  acquisition,  services,  and  the  like, 
strictly  conform  to  the  nature  of  a  mere  military  feud ;  such  as 
those  that  were  sold  or  bartered  for  any  equivalent,  or  granted 
free  from  all  services,  or  in  consideration  of  any  certain  return  of 
services. 

33.  A  feud  was,  however,  always  considered  as  a  proper  one, 
unless  the  contrary  appeared,  which  could  only  be  proved  by  a 
reference  to  the  original  investiture.  Hence  arose  the  maxim 
in  the  feudal  law,  — Tenor  itrvestitura  inspkiendus.  But  improper 
feuds  were  distinguished  from  proper  ones  by  those  qualities 
only  in  which  they  varied  ;  for  in  all  other  respects  they  were 
considered  as  proper  ones. 

34.  Afeuduni  ligium  was  that  for  which  the  vassal  owed  fealty 
to  his  lord  against  all  persons  whatever,  without  any  exception. 
Afeudum  non  ligium  was  that  for  which  the  vassal  owed  fealty 
to  his  immediate  lord  ;  but  with  an  exception  in  favour  of  some 
superior  lord.^  Afeudum  antiquum  was  that  which  had  de- 
scended to  the  vassal  from  his  father,  or  some  more  remote  an- 
cestor. A  feudum  novum  was  that  which  was  originally  ac-  Cnig,  Lib.  i. 
quired  by  the  vassal  himself.    A  feud  granted  by  a  sovereign 

prince,  to  hold  immediately  of  himself,  with  a  jurisdiction,  was  Id.8. 12. 
called  feudum  nobik,  and  conferred  nobility  on   the  grantee. 
Where  a  title  of  honour  was  annexed  to  the  lands  so  granted, 
it  was  cMed  feudum  dignitatis. 

35.  Feuds  were  originally  granted  by  a  solemn  and  public  inrestiture. 
delivery  of  the  very  land  itself  by  the  lord  to  the  vassal,  in  the 
presence  of  the  convasmlli,  or  other  vassals  of  the  lord,  which 

was  called  investitura:  and  is  thus  described  by  Corvinus, — 
Investitura  ab  investiendo  dicta,  quod  per  earn  vassallus  possesmne 
quasi  vesti  induatur.  And  this  ceremony  was  so  essentially  ne- 
cessary to  the  creation  of  a  feud,  that  it  could  not  be  constituted 
without  it.     Sciendum  est  feudum  sine  investitura  nullo  modo  con-  Lib.  Feud.  I. 

.  'm    '  fit.  26. 

stUut  posse. 

36.  The  convassalti,  or  pares^  were  the  only  persons  who  could  Id.  Tit.  28. 
be  witnesses  to  the  investiture  ;  their  presence  was  required  as 

much  for  the  advantage  of  the  lord  as  of  the  tenant.  Of  the 
lord,  that  if  the  tenant  was  a  secret  enctny,  or  otherwise  unquali- 
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fiedy  he  might  be  apprised  of  it,  and  that  they  might  bear  testi- 
mony of  the  obligations  which  he  contracted.  Of  the  tenant, 
that  they  might  testify  the  grant  of  the  lord,  and  for  what  ser- 
vices it  was  made.  Lastly,  for  their  own  advant^e,  that  they 
might  know  who  was  the  tenant,  and  what  land  he  held. 

37.  As  it  was  frequently  inconvenient  for  the  lord  to  go  to 
the  lands  intended  to  be  granted,  the  improper  investiture  was 
introduced,  which  was  a  symbolical  transfer  of  the  lands,  by 
the  delivery  of  a  staff,  a  sword,  or  a  robe ;  which  last  being  the 
most  common  method  among  the  immediate  vassals  of  kings  and 

Lib.  Feud.  2.  princes,  gave  rise  to  the  word  investiture.  JnvestUura  qmdem 
proprie  dicitur  possessio :  abusivo  auiem  modo  dicitur  invesiUuraj 
quando  hasta  aut  aliud  corporum  quidlibet  porrigitur  a  domino,  se 

Craig,  Lib.  2.  investituram  facere  dicente.  Quern  si  quidem  ab  illo  Jlat,  qui  aUos 
^^'  '  '*  '  habet  vassaUoSy  saltern  coram  duobus,  ex  ilUs  solemniter  Jkri  debet ; 
aUoque  licet  alii  intersint  testes,  investitura  ndnime  valet.  Thus  it 
appears  that  a  proper  investiture  and  possession  were  synonimous 
terms.  Whenever,  therefore,  investiture  was  distinguished  from 
possession,  it  was  an  improper  one. 

38.  The  services  which  the  vassal  was  bound  to  perform  were 
declared  by  the  lord  at  the  time  of  the  investiture,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  other  vassals.  But  as  a  verbal  declaration  of  the 
terms  on  which  a  feud  was  to  be  held  might  be  forgotten  or  mis- 
taken, it  became  usual  for  the  tenant  to  procure  a  writing  from 
the  lord,  containing  the  terms  upon  which  the  donation  was 
made,  witnessed  by  the  other  vassals,  which  was  called  a  breve 
testatum.    And  where  the  lord  could  not  conveniently  come  to 

Craig,  Lib.  2.     the  land,  he  delivered  to  the  vassal  a  breve  testatum,  as  an  im- 

proper  investiture ;  with  a  direction  to  some  person  to  give  him 
actual  possession. 

39.  A  breve  testatum  being  a  much  better  security  than  a  ver- 
bal declaration,  those  who  acquired  feuds  preferred  the  improper 
investtiure,  with  a  subsequent  delivery  of  the  possession,  to  a 
proper  investiture :  so  that  in  process  of  time  the  feudal  writers 
divided  an  improper  investiture  into  three  parts,  —  a  breve  testa- 
tum, a  praceptum  seisina,  and  dLpossessionis  traditio. 

Oath  of  fide-  40.  Upon  the  creation  of  a  feud,  a  connexion  and  union  arose 

*^^'  between  the  lord  and  his  vassal,  which  was  considered  by  the 

feudal  writers  as  stronger  than  any  natural  tie  whatever ;  and 

which  the  tenant  was  obliged  to  acknowledge  by  immediately 
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taking  the  oath  of  fidelity  to  the  lord  in  these  words :  —  Ego  N.  Lib.  Feud.  3. 
(vassallm)  super  hoc  sonde  Dei  evangelia  juro  quod  ah  hoc  hora 
usque  ad  vUimam  vita  mete  diem,  tibi  M.  (Domino)  meofiddis 
ero  contra  omnem  hominem,  excepio  rege  vel  priori  domino  meo, 

4L  The  idea  of  this  oath  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  the 
obligation  which  existed  between  the  German  princes  and  their 
condtes.  Thus  Tacitus  says,  —  iUum  defendere,  tueri^  sua  quoque 
fortia  gloria  ejus  assignare  pnedpuum  sacramentum  est.  And 
fealty  was  so  essentially  requisite  to  the  nature  of  a  feud,  whether 
a  proper  or  an  improper  one,  that  it  could  not  exist  without  it ; 
for  if  lands  were  given  without  a  reservation  of  fealty^  the  tenure 
was  considered  as  allodial ;  but  the  oath  of  fealty  might  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

42.  When  feuds  became  hereditary,  another  ceremony  was  Homage. 
added,  called  Honutgium,  or  hominium ;  which  was  performed  in 

this  manner :  —  The  vassal  being  uncovered  and  ungirt,  knelt 
down  before  his  lord,  and  putting  his  hands  within  those  of  his 
lord,  said,  —  Devenio  homo  vester,  de  tenemento  quod  de  vobis 
teneo,  et  tenere  debeo,  et  Jidem  vobis  portabo  contra  omnes  gentes. 
The  lord  then  embraced  the  tenant,  which  completed  the  hom- 
age. 

43.  Fealty  and  homage  have  been  often  confounded  by  the 
feudal  writers,  but  improperly.  For  fealty  was  a  solemn  oath 
made  by  the  vassal  of  fidelity  and  attachment  to  his  lord ; 
whereas  homage  was  merely  an  acknowledgment  of  tenure. 

44.  In  consequence  of  the  feudal  connexion  several  duties  DuUesofthe 

1       awl  <]  I 

arose,  as  well  on  part  of  the  lord  as  of  the  vassaL    With  respect  ^   ***  ***" ' 
to  those  which  the  lord  owed  to  his  vassal,  it  was  a  maxim  of 
the  feudal  law,  that  though  the  vassal  only  took  the  oath  of 
fidelity,  and  did  homage,  and  the  lord,  on  account  of  his  dignity, 
took  none ;  yet  was  he  equally  obliged  as  if  he  had  taken  it,  to  Wright,  Ten. 
do  and  forbear  every  thing  with  respect  to  the  vassal,  which  the  ^^ 
vassal  was  bound  to  do  and  forbear  towards  the  lord ;  so  that 
the  duties  of  both  were  in  most  respects  reciprocal. 

45.  As  for  the  duties  which  the  vassal  owed  to  the  lord,  they 

are  thus  described  in  the  Liber  Feudorum, —  Qui  domino  sttojir  Lib.  3.  Tit.  6. 
deHtatem  jurat,  ista  sex  in  memoria  semper  habere  debet.    Jncolume, 
tutum,  lumestum,  utile,  facile,  possUnle.    These  were,  however,  all 
reduced  to  the  two  heads  of  Counsel  and  Aid.     Under  Counsel 
was  included,  not  only  giving  faithful  advice  to  the  lord,  but 
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also  keeping  his  secreU,  and  attending  his  courts,  in  order  to  en- 
able him  to  distribute  justice  to  the  rest  of  his  tenants. 

46.  Aid  might  either  be  in  supporting  the  lord's  reputation 
and  dignity,  or  in  defending  his  property.  By  aid  to  his  per- 
son,  the  vassal  was  not  only  obliged  to  defend  his  lord  against 
his  private  enemies,  but  also  to  assist  him  in  his  wars:  and 
feuds  were  in  general  originally  granted  on  .condition  of  military 
service^  to  be  done  in  the  vassaFs  proper  person,  and  at  his  own 
expense. 

47.  The  Feudal  Law  did  not  originally  oblige  the  tenant  to 
contribute  to  the  lord's  private  necessities  ;  the  first  feudal  aid 
being  purely  military.  But  in  course  of  time  the  lords  claimed 
and  established  a  right  to  several  other  aids.  The.  principal  of 
which  were,  1 .  To  make  the  lord's  eldest  son  a  knight  2.  To 
marry  the  lord's  eldest  daughter.  3.  To  ransom  the  lord's  per- 
son, when  taken  prisoner. 

48.  Having  stated  the  obligations  of  the  lord  and  vassal  to 
each  other,  I  shall  now  proceed  to  enquire  into  the  nature  of 
the  estate  or  interest  which  each  of  them  had  in  the  land. 
With  respect  to  the  estate  of  the  vassal,  we  must  recollect  that 
as  the  original  donations  made  by  the  French  kings  to  their 
fideles  and  ieudes  were  of  a  temporary  nature,  and  as  nothing  more 
than  the  usufruct  was  given  to  them  ;  so  in  the  Feudal  Law  the 
proprietas  was  allowed  to  remain  in  the  lord,  and  the  vassal  had 
only  the  ususfructus  or  dormnium  utile:  that  is,  a  right  to  take 
and  enjoy  the  profits  of  tlie  land,  as  long  as  he  performed  the 
services  due  to  the  lord. 

49.  As  to  the  duration  of  feuds,  they  were  originally  precari- 
ous, and  might  be  resumed  at  the  lord's  pleasure.  They  were 
next  ^nted  for  one  year,  afterwards  for  life.  In  course  of  time 
it  became  unusual  to  reject  the  heir  of  the  last  tenant,  if  be  was. 
able  to  perform  the  services ;  and  at  length  feuds  became  here- 
ditary, and  descendecl  to  the  posterity  of  the  vassal. 

50.  In  the  first  ages  of  the  Feudal  Law,  the  vassal  could  not 
alien  the  feud  without  the  consent  of  the  lord  ;  neither  could  he 
mortgage,  or  otherwise  subject  it  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
It  appears  however  from  the  Liber  Feudorum  that  feuds  were  fre- 
quently aliened :  but  by  a  constitution  of  the  emperor  Lotharius, 
reciting  that  the  alienation  of  feuds  had  proved  extremely  de^ 
trimental  to  the  military  services  which  were  due  from  the  vas- 
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sals,  they  were  absolutely  prohibited  from  alienating  their  feuds 
without  the  consent  of  their  lords,  which  was  confirmed  by  a 
law  of  the  emperor  Frederic  IL 

51.  The  consent  of  the  lord  was  seldom  given  without  his 
receiving  a  present ;  from  whence  arose  a  general  practice  of 
paying  the  lord  a  sum  of  money  for  permission  to  alien  a  feud. 

5*2.  There  was  however  a  mode  of  disposing  of  part  of  a.feudj  Subinfeudt- 
which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  comprehended  in  the  con- 
stitutions of  Lotharius  or  Frederic.    This  was  by  a  grant  from  Lib.  Feud.  2. 

Tit.  34. 8.  2. 

the  vassal  of  a  portion  of  his  feud  to  a  stranger,  to  be  held  of 
himself,  by  the  same  services  as  those  which  he  owed  to  his 
lord. 

53.  This  practice,  which  was  called  subinfeudation,  became 
extremely  common  in  France  during  the  eleventh  and  twelfth 
centuries;  but  was  prevented  by  an  ordonnance  of  Philip  Au-  Herv6,  Vol.  I. 
gustus  in  1210,  which  directed  that  where  any  estate  was  dis^ 
membered  from  a  feud,  it  should  be  held  of  the  chief  lord. 

54.  With  respect  to  the  estate  or  interest  which  the  lord  had  Estate  of  the    ' 
in  the  lands,  after  he  had  granted  them  out  as  a  feud,  it  con- 
sisted in  the  proprietas,  together  with  a  feudal  danmdum  or  seig^ 

nory,  and  a  right  to  fealty,  and  all  the  other  services  reserved 
upon  the  grant.  And  in  case  of  failure  in  any  of  these  the  lord 
might  enter  upon,  and  take  possession  of  the  feud.   . 

55.  As  the  feudatory  could  not  alien  the  fend  without  the  con-  Wright  30. 
sent  of  the  lord,  so  neither  could  the  lord  alien  or  transfer  his 
seignory  to  another  without  the  consent  of  his  feudatory.     £v  Lib.  Feud.  2. 
eadem  kge  descendit  quod  dominus,  sine  voluntate  vassalli,  feudum  *  *'   '    . 
alienare  non  potest.     For  the  obligations  of  the  lord  and  vassal 

being  mutual,  the  vassal  was  as  much  interested  in  the  personal 
qualities  of  his  lord,  as  the  lord  was  in  those  of  his  vassal. 

56.  There  was  another  obligation,  on  the  part  of  the  lord,  of  His  obii^atioa 
very  considerable  importance  ;  namely,  that  in  case  the  vassal  ^^  ^^^  ^^* 
was  evicted  out  of  the  feud,  the  lord  was  obliged  to  give  him-  Lib.  Feud.  2. 

Tit  25   30 

another  feud  of  equal  extent,  or  else  to  pay  him  the  value  of  that 
which  he  had  lost. 

57.  Sir  Martin  Wright  doubts  whether  the  obligation  of  the  Ten.  38. 
lord  to  protect  and  defend  his  vassal  made  him  anciently  liable 

on  eviction,  without  any  fraud  or  defect  in  him,  to  make  a  com- 
pensation for  the  loss  of  the  feud ;  inasmuch  as  it  could  hardly 
be  imagined  that  while  feuds  were  precarious,  and  held  at  the 
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will  of  the  lord  by  whom  they  were  granted ;  while  they  were  gene- 
rously given  without  price,  the  lord  should  be  subject  to  such  a 
loss ;  and  was  of  opinion  that  the  lord's  obligation  to  compensate 
the  vassal,  in  case  of  eviction,  only  prevailed  as  to  improper  feuds, 
for  which  a  price  had  been  paid,  or  an  equivalent  stipulated. 

68.  Craig  agreed  in  this  respect  with  Sir  Martin  Wright 
They,  however,  both  acknowledge,  that  none  of  the  ancient  feu- 
dal writers  make  any  such  distinction  ;  but  that  all  admit  the 
lord's  obligation  to  compensate  the  vassal  on  eviction  to  have 
been  general. 

Descent  of  69.  We  have  seen,  that  although  feuds  were  originally  granted 

at  will  only,  yet  in  course  of  time  they  became  descendible  and 
hereditary.  It  will,  therefore,  be  necessary  to  enquire  into  the 
rules  of  descent  that  were  established  by  the  feudal  law,  where 
no  particular  mode  of  descent  was  directed  by  the  original  grant : 
for  in  such  case  the  maxim  was,  —  Tenor  investitura  est  inspici" 
endus. 

Craifi:,  L.  1.  60*  The  first  rule  was,  that  the  descendants  of  the  person  to 

T'f  in  •  1 1 

whom  the  feud  was  originally  granted,  and  none  others,  should 
inherit ;  because,  as  the  personal  ability  of  the  first  acquirer  to 
perform  the  military  duties  and  services  reserved  was  the  motive 
of  the  donation,  it  could  only  be  transmitted  by  him  to  his  lineal 
descendants. 

61.  In  consequence  of  this  rule  the  ascending  line  was,  in  all 
Lib.  2.  Tit.  10.  cases,  excluded.    Hence  it  is  laid  down  in  the  liber  Feudorunty — 

Succemoms  feudi  talis  est  natura  quod  ascendentes  non  succedunt. 
Corvinns,  And  a  modem  feudist  has  said,  —  Jus  tamenfeudaky  ascendenr 

Lib.  2.  Tit.  4.     Jl^gfiiimff^  ordine  neglectOy  solos  descendentes  et  coUaferaks  admittit. 

Quoniam  qui  feudum  accipit,  sU>i  et  Hberis  suis,  non  parentibus 

prospicit.    Whereas  in  allodial  property  the  ascending  line  was 

capable  of  inheriting. 

62.  All  the  sons  succeeded  equally,  as  was  the  case  in  France, 
even  respecting  the  succession  to  the  crown,  during  the  first  and 
part  of  the  second  race.  But  the  frequent  wars  occasioned  by 
these  partitions  caused  a  regulation  that  kingdoms  should  be 
considered  as  impartible  inheritances,  and  descend  to  the  eldest 
son. 

63.  In  imitation  of  the  sovereignty,  the  same  alteration  was 
made  in  the  descent  of  the  gi*eat  feuds ;  for  by  a  constitution  of 
the  Emperor  Frederic,  honorary  feuds  became  indivisible ;  and 
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they,  as  also  the  military  feuds,  began  to  descend  to  the  eldest 
son,  because  he  was  sooner  capable  of  performing  the  military 
service  than  any  of  his  brothers. 

64.  Females  were  originally  excluded  from  inheriting  feuds.  Lib.  Feud.  i. 
not  only  on  account  of  their  inability  to  perform  the  military 
serrices,  but  also  lest  they  should  carry  the  feud  by  marriage  to 
strangers  or  enemies. 

65.  The  rule  that  none  but  the  descendants  of  the  first  feuda- 
tory could  inherit  was  so  strictly  adhered  to,  that  in  the  case  of 
Vijetfdum  novum,  the  brother  of  the  first  acquirer  could  not  sue* 
ceed  to  his  brother,  because  he  was  not  descended  from  the  per- 
son who  first  acquired  the  feud.  But  in  the  case  of  a  feudum  Lib.  Feud.  i. 
antiquum,  a  brother,  or  other  collateral  relation,  who  was  de-  *^  ^*  '*  ^' 
scended  from  the  first  acquirer,  might  inherit. 

66.  A  mode  was  afterwards  adopted  of  letting  in  the  collateral  Craig,  Lib.  i. 
relations  of  the  first  acquirer  of  a  feud,  by  granting  him  9i  feudum 

novum,  to  be  held  ui  antiquum,  that  is,  with  all  the  qualities  of 
an  ancient  feud,  derived  from  a  remote  ancestor ;  and  then  the 
collateral  relations  were  admitted,  however  distant  from  the  per- 
son who  was  last  possessed  of  the  feud. 

67.  To  restrain  this  general  right  of  inheritance  in  all  the  Feudum  Tai- 
coUateral  relations,  a  new  kind  of  feud  was  invented,  called  a 

feudum  taUiatum,   which  is   thus  described  by  Du  Cange :  — 
Feudum  talUatum  dicitur,  verbis  foremibus,  hdsreditas  in  quamdam  Gloss,  voc. 
certitudinem  limitata  ;  seu  feudum  certis  conditionibus  concessum, 
verbi gratia,  aHcui  et  liberis  ex  legitime  matrimonio  nascituris,    Unde  Craig,  Lib.  i. 
si  is  cui  feudum  datum  est  moriatur  absque  liberis,feudum  ad  dona-    ***     '  ^' 
twrem  redit.     Talliare  enim  est  in  quamdam  certitudinem  ponere, 
vel  ad  quoddam  certum  hareditamentum  limitare. 

68.  It  is  observable  that  the  principles  of  the  feudal  descent 
were  peculiar  to  that  tenure,  and  differed  entirely  from  those  of 
succession  established  by  the  Roman  law ;  in  which  the  heir 
was  a  person  instituted  by  the  ancestor,  or  appointed  by  the 
law,  to  represent  the  ancestor  in  all  his  civil  rights  and  obliga- 
tions ;  whereas,  in  the  fi^dal  law,  the  heir  succeeded  not  under 
any  supposed  representation  to  the  ancestor,  but  as  related  to 
him  in  blood,  and  designated,  in  consequence  of  that  relation- 
ship, by  the  terms  of  the  investiture,  to  succeed  to  the  feud. 

69.  When  feuds  became  descendible,  the  lord,  upon  the  death  inrestiture 
of  every  tenant,  claimed  the  right  of  granting  a  new  investiture 
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to  tlie  successor,  without  which  be  could  not  enter  into  posses- 
sion of  the  feud.  This  shewed  that  the  right  of  inheriting  was 
>  originally  derived  from  the  bounty  and  acquiescence  of  the  lord  ; 
and  tbese  investitures  were  evidence  of  the  tenure,  as  well  as  of 
the  services  tbat  were  due  for  the  feud. 

^^^^^'  70.  It  was  also  customary  for  the  lord  to  demand  some  present 

from  the  beir  upon  granting  him  investiture,  which  in  course  of 
time  became  part  of  the  profits  of  the  feud.     It  was  called 

Sc^tCod.         Retevium,  and  is  thus  described  by  a  feudal  writer :  —  Belemum 

est  prastatio  haredum,  qui  cum  veieri  jure  feudali  non  poieratU 
iuccedere  infeudis,  caducam  et  incertam  h4trediiaiem  rekvabant; 
salutd  summa  vel  pecunuR,  vel  aliarum  rerum,  pro  diversUate 
feudorum. 

FMAte^u  71.  As  feuds  were  originally  granted  on  condition  of  military 

or  other  services,  it  was  deemed  just  tbat  where  there  was  no 
person  capable  of  performing  those  services,  the  feud  should 
return  to  the  lord.  Therefore,  where  a  vassal  died  without  heirs, 
the  lord  became  entitled  to  the  feud  by  escheat.    Thus  it  is  said 

Lib.  2.  Tiu  86.  in  the  Uber  Feudorum, — Si  aliquis  decesserit,  nulla  infeudo  rtliclo 

haredeyjus  feudi  ad  dominum  pertinere  didnms. 

Feudal  For-  72.  Feuds  having  been  at  all  times  considered  as  voluntary 

donations,  it  was  very  soon  established  that  every  act  of  the  vas- 
sal which  was  contrary  to  the  connexion  that  subsisted  between 
him  and  his  lord,  and  to  the  fidelity  he  owed  him,  or  by  which 
he  disabled  himself  from  performing  his  services,  should  operate 
as  a  forfeiture  of  the  feud. 

Lib.  2.  Tit  73.  In. the  Liber  Feudorum  there  is  a  lone  letter  from  Obertus 

23  24. 

de  Orto  to  his  son,  respecting  feudal  forfeitures,  which  he  says 
were  not  reducible  to  any  general  principles.  He  then  proceeds 
to  state,  that  if  the  vassal  omits  to  require  an  investiture  firom 
the  heir  of  his  lord,  for  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  death  of  the 
loixl,  and  to  take  the  oath  of  fealty  to  him,  he  shall  lose  his  feud. 
So  in  the  case  of  the  vassal's  death,  if  his  heir  did  not  require 
investiture  from  the  lord  within  that  time,  he  shall  forfeit  his 
feud. 

74.  If  the  vassal  refused  to  perform  the  services  which  were 

Lib.  Fend.  id.     reserved  upon  the  investiture,  he  forfeited  his  feud.     Non  est  aSa 

just  tor  causa  beneficii  au/erendi  quam  si  id  propter  quod  beneficium 

datum  fuerit,  hoc  servitium  facere,  recusaverit,  quia  ben^idum 

amitlit. 
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75.  If  the  vassal  aliened  the  feud,  or  did  any  act  by  which  its 

value  was  considerably  diminished^  he  forfeited  it.     Si  vassallus  Zasiusei. 
feudum  dissipaverit,  aut  insigni  detrimento  deterius  fuerit,  priva- 
bitur. 

76.  If  the  vassal  denied  that  he  held  his  feud  of  the  lord,  by  Craig*  Lib.  3. 
saying  that  he  held  it  of  some  other  person,  or  denied  that  the 

land  was  held  by  a  feudal  tenure,  he  forfeited  it 

77.  Every  species  of  felony  operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  the 
feud ;  being  the  highest  breach  of  the  vassal's  oath  of  fealty. 

78.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  feudal  lord  was  equally  bound  The  lord  might 
to  observe  the  terms  of  relation  on  his  part:  and,  therefore,  if  he  geigoioiy. 
neglected  to  protect  and  defend  his  tenant,  or  did  any  thing  that 

was  prejudicial  to  him,  or  injurious  to  the  feudal  connexion,  he 

forfeited  his  seigniory.    Thus  it  is  said  in  the  lAber  Feudorum, — 

Si  dominus  commisit  feloniam^  per  quam  vassallus  amitteret  feudum,  Lib.  3.  Tit.  26. 

si  earn  commiserit  in  dondnum ;  feudi  proprietatem  etiam  dominus 

perdere  debeat. 

79.  The  feudal  lord  had  not  only  a  right  to  the  service  of  his  Feudal  Juris- 
vassals  in  war,  but  had  also  the  privilege  of  determining  their 
disputes  in  ,time  of  peace.    Thus  we  read  in  the  Liber  Feudorum, 

— Si  inter  duos  vassallos  defeudo  sit  controversial  domini  sit  cognitio,  Lib.  i.  Tit.  18. 
et  per  eum  controversia  terminetur.     Si  vero  inter  dominum  et  vas- 
sallum  lis  oriatur,  per  pares  curia,  a  domino  sub  Jidelitate  debito 
conjuratos  terminetur. 

80.  The  origin  of  the  feudal  jurisdiction  is  said  to  be  derived  Montesa.  B. 
from  the  following  circumstances :  —  By  the  laws  of  all  the  Herv6,  Vol.  I. 
northern  nations  every  crime,  not  even  excepting  murder,  was  ^^w^n's 
punished  by  a  pecuniary  fine  called  fredum.     In  the  infancy  of  Cha.  V.  Vol.  I. 
the  northern  governments  the  chief  occupation  of  a  judge  con- 
sisted in  ascertaining  and  levying  those  fines,  which  formed  a 
considerable  part  of  the  public  revent^e.    When  extensive  tracts 

of  land  were  granted  as  feuds,  the  privilege  of  levying  those 
fines  was  always  included  in  the  grant,  with  a  right  to  hold  a 
court  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  them  ;  from  whence  followed 
a  jurisdiction  over  the  vassals,  both  in  civil  and  criminal  matters. 

81.  To  all  the  nations  descended  from  the  Germans  justice  Herv^,  Vol.l. 
was  originally  administered  in  their  general  assemblies  ;  nor  did  *' 

the  king  or  chieftain  pronounce  sentence  till  he  had  consulted 
those  persons  who  were  of  the  same  rank  with  the  accused, 
without  whose  consent  no  judgment  could  be  given.    In  imitation 

VOL.  I.  c 
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of  this  practice^  ayery  feudal  lord  had  a  courts  in  which  he  dis- 
Tit.2,  Lib.ft.  tributed  justice  to  his  yassals;  and  every  freeman  who  held 
2  Comm.  54.     lands  of  him  was  bounds  under  pain  of  forfeiting  bis  feud,  to 

attend  his  court,  there  to  assist  his  lord  in  determining  all  dis- 
putes arising  between  his  vassals.  And  as  all  the  tenants  were 
of  the  same  rank,  and  held  of  the  same  lord,  they  were  called 
pares  curia. 

8S2.  This  practice  appears  to  have  been  established  so  long 
ago  as  in  the  reign  of  the  Emperor  Conrad,  A.  D.  920.  of  whom 
there  exists  the  following  law  :  —  Stattamus  ut  nulhs  miles  qnsco- 
parum,  abbaiiunif  S^c,  vel  omnium  qui  beneficiwn  de  nostris  pubHds 
beneficiis,  out  de  ecclesiarum  pradOs,  S^c.  tenent,  8^c.  sine  cert&  et 
eonmetd  culpd,  suum  beneficium  perdai,  nisi,  secundum  consuetudinem 
antecessorum  nostrorum,  et  judicium  parium. 
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Section  I. 

It  18  now  universally  admitted  that  the  feudal  system,  with  all  Jni^action  ^ 
its  fruits  and  services,  as  established  in  Normandy,  was  first 
introduced  into  England  by  William  the  Conqueror  in  those  Spelmanon 
possessions  of  the  Saxon  Thanes  which  were  granted  by  him  to 
his  followers  immediately  after  the  battle  of  Hastings ;  and  that  Wright's  Ten. 
about  the  twentieth  year  of  his  reign,  the  feudal  system  was 
formally  and  generally  adopted  here. 

2.  In  consequence  of  this  event  it  became  a  fundamental 
maxim,  or  rather  fiction  of  our  law,  that  all  the  lands  in  the 
kingdom  were  originally  granted  out  by  our  kings;  and  held 
mediately  or  immediately  of  the  crown,  in  consideration  of 

certain  services  to  be  rendered  by  the  tenant.    The  thing  holden  1  inst.  65.  a. 

was  therefore  called  a  tenement,  the  possessors  thereof  tenants, 

and  the  manner  of  their  possession,  a  tenure.   'And  Lord^  Coke  id.  1.  b. 

says,  '^  In  the  law  of  England  we  have  not  properly  aUodium, 

that  is,  any  subject's  land  that  is  not  holden." 

3.  Although  feuds  were  not  originally  hereditary  in  those 
countries  where  the  feudal  law  was  first  established,  yet  we  find 
that  feuds  were  from  the  beginning  hereditary,  where  lands  held 
by  an  allodial  tenure  were  voluntarily  converted  into  feuds* 

Thus  Basnage  in  his  Commentary  on  the  customs  of  Normandy  Tom.  i.  i6d. 

.^  edit.  1778. 
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says  that  when  Rolio  became  master  of  that  pronnce,  he  granted 
a  conaideiable  portion  of  it  to  his  companions^  and  to  gentlemen 
of  Britanny,  as  hereditary  fends.  That  he  also  recalled  a  number 
of  the  ancient  inhabitants  who  had  hdd  their  estates  by  here- 
ditary right,  and  restored  them  to  their  possessions  in  as 
full  and  ample  a  manner  as  they  had  held  them  under  the  kings 
of  France. 

4.  When  William  I.  established  himself  in  England,  he 
certainly  granted  to  his  followers  the  inheritance  of  all  the 
estates  which  he  distributed  among  them,  for  some  of  those 
estates  are  possessed  by  their  descendants  at  this  day.  And 
when  he  persuaded  the  Anglo-Saxon  proprietors  to  hold  their 
lands  by  a  feudal  tenure,  he  as  certainly  allowed  them  to  retain 
the  inheritance. 
Brnflim  of  5.  Sir  W.  Blackstone  states  that  there  seem  to  have  subsisted 

2  Coi^so.         among  our  ancestors  four  principal  species  of  lay  tenures,  to 

which  all  others  might  be  reduced ;  the  grand  criteria  of  which 
were  the  natures  of  the  several  services  or  renders  that  were  due 
to  the  lords  from  their  tenants.    The  services,  in  respect  of  their 
quality,  were  either  free  or  base ;  in  respect  of  their  quantity, 
and  time  of  executing  them,  were  either  certain  or  uncertain* 
Free  services  were  such  as  were  not  unbecoming  the  character  of 
a  soldier  or  a  freeman  to  perform ;  as  to  sorve  under  the  lord  in 
the  wars,  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  and  the  like.    Base  services 
were  such  as  were  fit  only  for  peasants,  and  persons  of  servile 
rank ;  as  to  plough  the  lord's  land,  to  make  his  hedges,  to  carry 
out  his  dung,  or  other  mean  employments.   The  certain  services, 
whether  free  or  base,  were  such  as  were  stinted  in  quantity,  and 
could  not  be  exceeded  on  any  pretence;   as  to  pay  a  stated 
annual  rent,  or  to  plough  such  a  field  for  three  days.    The 
uncertain    depended    on    unknown    contingencies;    as   to   do 
military  service  in   person,  or  pay  an  assessment  in  lieu   of 
it,  when  called  upon,  which  are  free  services.     Or  to  do  what- 
ever the  lord  should   command,  which  is  a  base  or  villein 
service. 
Idn.  6.  From  the  various  combinations  of  these  services  arose  the 

four  kinds  of  lay  tenure  which  subsisted  in  England  till  the 
middle  of  the  seventeenth  century ;  and^reeof  which  subsist 
to  this  day.  First,  where  the  service  was  free,  but  uncertain,  as 
military  service,  that  tenure  was   called    chivalry,    serviiium 
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mUitare,  or  knight  service.  Secondly,  where  the  service  was  not 
only  free,  but  also  certain,  as  by  fealty  only,  by  rent  and 
fealty,  &c.  that  tenure  was  called  liberum  socagiunif  or  free 
socage.  These  were  the  only  free  holdings  or  tenements ;  the 
others  were  villeinous  or  servile.  As,  thirdly,  where  the  service 
was  base  in  its  nature,  and  uncertain,  as  to  time  and  quantity, 
the  tenure  was  purum  villtnag}um^  absolute  or  pure  villenage. 
Lastly,  where  the  service  was  base  in  its  nature,  but  reduced  to 
a  certainty,  this  was  still  villenage,  but  distinguished  from  the 
other  by  the  name  of  privileged  villenage,  vUlenagium  privUe- 
giatum;  or  it  might  be  still  called  socage,  from  the  certainty  of 
its  services,  but  degraded  by  their  baseness  into  the  inferior  title 
of  villanum  socagium,  villein  socage. 

7.  Although  in  the  first  instance  all  the  lands  in  England  Tenure  m 
were  held  immediately  of  the  king,  yet  in  consequence  of  the  ^^''' 
practice  of  subinfeudation,  which  prevailed  in  those  times,  the 
king's  chief  tenants  granted  out  a  considerable  part  of  their 
estates  to  inferior  persons,  who  were  called  vahatares,  to  hold  of 
themselves,  by  which  mesne  or  middle  tenures  were  created; 

from  whence  arose  several  distinctions,  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
lands  were  held. 

8.  Estates  might  be  held  of  the  king,  or  of  a  subject  in  two 
ways,  either  as  of  his  person,  or  as  of  an  honor  or  manor  of 
which  he  was  seised;  and  every  holding  of  the  person  was, 

strictly  speaking,  a  tenure  in  capite:  but  still  that  expression   i  Inst.  loa.  a. 
was  always  confined  to  a  holding  of  the  king  in  right  of  his  Fiu.  ^.B. 
crown  and  dignity;  or,  as  it  was  formerly  expressed,  ut  de  ^~~^' 
coron&y  or  ut  de  persond ;  for  whenever  the  holding  was  of  the 
person  of  a  subject,  it  was  called  tenure  in  gross. 

9.  Tenure  in  capite  was  in  genefaT  so  Inseparable  from  a 
holding  of  the  person  of  the  king,  that  if  lands  were  granted  by 

his  majesty,  without  reserving  any  tenure,  or  absque  aHquo  inde  Lowe's  case, 
reddendo,  or  the  like;   there  the  lands,  by  operation  of  law,         ^' 
should  be  held  of  the  king  in  capite,  because  that  tenure  was  the 
most  advantageous  to  the  crown. 

1 0.  Where  an  honor  or  barony  originally  created  by  the  crown 
returned  to  the  king  by  forfeiture  or  escheat ;  the  persons  who 
held  their  lands  of  such  honor  or  barony  became  tenants  to  the 
crown,  and  were  said  to  bold  of  the  king  ut  de  honore  de  A.,  Sfc, 
This  distinction  of  tenure  was  extremely  important  to  those  who 
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held  of  such  honors  or  baronies ;  for  by  an  article  of  the  Magma 
Ckarta  of  King  Henry  IIL  it  was  declared  that  persons  holding 
of  honors  escheated,  and  in  the  king's  hands,  shoold  pay  no  more 
relief,  nor  perform  more  services  to  the  king,  than  they  should 
to  the  baron,  if  it  were  in  his  hands* 

1 1.  It  followed  that  where  lands  were  held  of  the  king,  as  of 
an  honor,  castle,  or  manor»  escheated  to  the  crown,  the  tenure 
was  not  tin  capiie.  And  where  lands  were  granted  by  the  king 
to  hold  of  him,  as  of  his  manor  of  A.  this  was  not  a  tenure 
incapile. 

12.  Thus  where  lands  were  granted  by  King  Philip  and 
Queen  Mary  to  Aringal  Wade  in  fee,  tenendum  de  nobis  et 
succesioribui  nostris  ut  de  manerio  noitro  de  Eati  Greemcich  in 
capite:  it  was  resolved  that  the  lands  were  held  of  the  crown,  as 
of  the  manor  of  Greenwich,  and  not  tn  capiie. 

13.  In  the  case  of  private  individuals,  any  person  might  for^ 
merly,  by  a  grant  of  land,  have  created  a  tenure,  as  of  his  person, 
or  as  of  any  honour  or  manor  wh«eof  he  was  seised.  If  no 
tenure  was  reserved,  the  feoffee  would  hold  of  the  feoffor,  by  the 
same  services  by  which  the  feoffor  held  over.  This  doctrine 
having  been  found  to  be  attended  with  several  inconveniences, 
was  altered  in  the  reign  of  King  Edward  I.\  by  the  statute  of 
Quia  Emptores  Terrarumy  which  directs  that  upon  all  sales  or 
feoffments  of  lands,  the  feoffee  shall  hold  the  same,  not  of  his 
immediate  feoffor,  but  of  the  chief  lord  of  the  fee,  of  whom  such 
feoffor  himself  held  it  (a.)  These  provisions  not  extending  to 
the  king's  tenants  in  capite,  the  like  law  respecting  them  was 
declared  by  the  statutes  of  Prarvgaiiva  R^,  17  ]&lw.  2.  c.  6. 
and  34  Edw.  3.  c.  15.  by  which  last  all  subinfeudations  previous 
to  the  reign  of  Edward  L  were  confirmed :  but  all  subsequent 
to  that  period  were  left  open  to  the  king's  prerogative. 

14.  The  first  and  most  honourable  kind  of  tenure  was  by 
knight's  service,  tervitium  naUtare*  To  make  a  tenure  of  this 
kind  a  determinate  quantity  of  land  was  necessary,  which  was 
called  a  knight's/ee,  feudum  ndHtare,  the  measure  of  which  is 
by  some  ancient  writers,  estimated  at  eight  hundred  acres  of 
land,  and  by  others  at  six  hundred  and  eighty.  But  Lord  Coke 
was  of  opinion,  that  a  knight's  fee  was  to  be  esteemed  accord- 

(«)  The  idea  of  this  law  was  probibly  taken  fnm  the  ordonoanoe  of  Philip  Augmttts, 
which  has  been  ueattoned  is  the  preeedifig  Chapter,  t.  53. 
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ing  to  the  quality^  and  not  the  quantity  of  the  land :  and  that 
20/.  a  year  watf  the  qualification  of  a  knight. 

16.  Every  person  holding  by  knight  service  was  obliged  to  Mad.  id.  653. 
attend  the  lord  to  the  wars,  if  called  upon,  on  horsebaok,  armed 
as  a  knight,  for  forty  days  in  every  year^  at  his  own  expense. 
This  attendance  was  his  reddUuif  or  return  for  the  land  he  held. 
If  he  had  only  half  a  knight's  fee,  he  was  only  bound  to  attend 
for  twenty  days,  and  so  on  in  proportion. 

16.  The  personal  attendance  in  knight's  service  growing  Mad.  Exch. 
troublesome  and  inconvenient,  the  tenants  found  means  of  com* 
pounding  for  it;  first,  by  sending  others  in  their  stead,  after- 
wards by  making  a  pecuniary  satisfaction  to  their  lords  in  lieu 
of  it  At  last  this  pecuniary  satisfaction  was  levied  by  assess- 
ments, at  so  much  for  every  knight's  fee ;  from  whence  it  ac- 
quired the  name  of  sciMagium,  or  sirvUium  tcuti ;  icutum  being 
then  a  well  known  name  for  money,  and  in  our  Norman  French 
it  Was  called  escuage, 

17*  Ase$cuage  differed  from  knight  service  in  nothing  but  as  a 
compensation  differs  from  actual  service,  it  is  frequently  con- 
founded with  it    Thus  Littleton  must  be  understood  when  he  s.  95. 
says  that  tenant  by  homage,  fealty,  and  escuage,  was  tenant  by 
knight  service. 

18.  Tenure  by  knight  service  had  all  the  marks  of  a  strict  and  Homage. 
regular  feud.    It  was  granted  by  words  of  pure  donation  — dedi 

a  coneuri :  was  transferred  by  investiture,  or  delivering  corporal 
poBsessioti  of  the  land,  and  was  perfected  by  homage  and  fealty. 
Thus  every  person  holding  a  feud  by  this  tenure  was  bound  to 
do  homage  to  his  lord,  for  which  purpose  he  was  to  kneel  down 
before  him,  and  say, ''  I  become  your  man  from  this  day  forward  Lit.  8.85. 
of  life  and  limb,  and  of  earthly  worship ;  and  unto  you  shall  be 
true  and  faithful,  and  bear  you  faith  for  the  tenements  that  I 
claim  to  hold  of  you ;  saving  the  faith  that  I  owe  unto  our 
sovereign  lord  the  king.''  And  the  lord  being  seated,  kissed 
him. 

19.  Homage  was  properly  incident  to  knight  service,  because 
it  concerned  service  in  war.  It  must  have  been  done  in  person, 
not  by  attorney;  and  the  performaiice  of  it,  where  it  was  due, 
materially  concerned  both  the  lord  and  the  tenant  in  point  of 
interest  and  advantage.  To  the  lord  it  was  of  consequence, 
because  till  he  had  received  homage  of  the  heir,  he  was  not 
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I  Inst.  66.  b.      entitled  to  the  wardship  of  his  person  or  estate.    To  the  tenant 

67b.n.  1.  . 

2 lost.  10.         the  homage  was  equally  important;  for  anciently  every  kind  of 

homage^  when  received,  bound  the  lord  to  acquittal  and  war- 
ranty ;  that  is,  to  keep  the  tenant  free  from  distress,  entry,  or 
other  molestation,  for  services  due  to  the  lord  paramount ;  and  to 
defend  his  title  to  the  land  against  all  strangers. 

20.  The  words  hamagium  and  domimum  are  directly  opposed 
to  each  other,  as  expressing  the  respective  situations  and  duties 
of  the  lord  and  vassal ;  which,  in  conformity  to  the  principles  of 
the  feudal  law,  were  with  us  reciprocal.  Thus  Glanville  says, — 

Lib.  9.C.  4,        mutua  qmdem  debet  esse  donunii  et  homagU  fideUtatis  connexio,  ita 

quod  quantum  homo  debet  dominOy  ex  homagio ;  tantum  ilti  debet 
dondnus,  pr^Uer  solum  reverentiam. 

Fealty.  21.  All  tenants  by  knight  service  were  also  subject  to  fealty, 

which  is  thus  described  by  Littleton,  s.91.  —  "And  when  a 
freeholder  doth  fealty,  he  shall  hold  his  right  hand  upon  a  book, 
and  shall  say  thus :  —  Know  you  this,  my  lord,  that  I  shall  be 
faithful  and  true  unto  you,  and  faith  to  you  shall  bear  for  the 
lands  which  I  claim  to  hold  of  you,  and  that  I  shall  lawfully  do 
to  you  the  customs  and  services  which  I  ought  to  do  at  the  time 
assigned.  So  help  me  God  and  his  saints."  And  he  shall  kiss 
the  book. 

1  iost..68.  a.  22.  Fealty  and  homage  were    perfectly  distinct  from  each 

"^  '  '  °*  other ;  for  though  fealty  was  an  incident  to  homage,  and  ought 
always  to  have  accompanied  it,  yet  fealty  might  be  by  itself, 
being  something  done  when  homage  would  have  been  improper ; 
so  that  homage  was  inseparable  from  fealty,  but  fealty  was  not 
60  from  homage. 

|!™**f  **|    .  23.  The  tenure  by  knight  service,  being  the  most  honourable. 

Knight  Semce.  n  ti  V      i     j     i. 

was  also  the  most  favourable  to  the  lord,  for  it  drew  after  it 
these  five  fruits  or  consequences,  as  inseparably  incident  to  it ; 
namely,  aids,  relief,  primer  seisin,  wardship,  and  marriage. 
Aids.  24.  With  respect  to  aids,  they  were  the  same  as  those  esta- 

blished on  the  continent ;  namely,  to  make  the  lord's  eldest  son 
a  knight,  to  marry  the  lord's  eldest  daughter,  and  to  ransom  the 
lord's  person  when  taken  prisoner.  These  aids  were  introduced 
into  England  from  Normandy,  where  they  appear  to  have  been 
established  before  the  Conquest ;  and  are  thus  described  in  the 
Grand   Coustumier,  c.  36.  —  Tria  autem  sunt  capitalia  auxilia 
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Normannia.  Primum  videlicet  ad  primogenUumJiHum  dondni  sui 
in  ordinem  militia  promovendum.  Secundum  videlicet  ad  primo' 
gemtam  Jiliam  donUm  marilandam,  Tertium  videlicet  ad  corpus 
domini  sui  de  prisond  redimendum^  cum  captusfuerit. 

25.  Aids  of  this  kind  were  originally  uncertain ;  besides  which 
the  tyranny  of  the  feudal  lords  induced  them  to  demand  other 
aids,  such  as  to  pay  their  debts,  and  to  enable  them  to  pay  their 
reliefs  to  their  superior  lords.  To  prevent  this  it  was  provided 
by  King  John's  Magna  Charta^  c.  12.  That  no  aids,  except  the 
three  above-mentioned,  should  be  taken  by  the  king,  without 
the  consent  of  parliament ;  nor  in  any  case  by  inferior  lords. 

By  the  statute  of  Westm.  I.  c.  36.  the  aids  of  inferior  lords  i  Ed.  i.e. 36. 

2  Inst  231 

were  fixed  at  twenty  shillings  for  every  knight's  fee,  for  making  13  Rep.  26. 

the  lord's  eldest  son  a  knight,  or  marrying  his  eldest  daughter. 

The  same  was  done  with  regard  to  the  king's  tenants  in  capite, 

by  the  statute  25  Edw.  3.  c.  11.     As  to  the  aid  for  the  ransom 

of  the  lord's  person,  not  being  capable  of  any  certainty,  it  was 

never  ascertained. 

27.  Upon  the  death  of  every  tenant  the  lord  claimed  a  sum  of  iBLtiyik. 
money  from  his  heir,  as  a  fine  for  taking  up  the  estate  that 
lapsed  by  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  which  was  called  a  relief. 

This  practice  was  also  adopted  from  the  laws  of  Normandy, 
where  reliefs  were  reduced  to  a  certainty  at  the  time  when  the 
customs  of  that  province  were  collected ;   the  relief  of  a  fief  Grand  Coust. 
d'Haubert  being  fifteen  livres,  and  that  of  a  barony  a  hundred. 

28.  It  is  said  that  reliefs  were  originally  uncertain  in  England ;  Wright  98, 
for  in  the  laws  of  King  Henry  I.  a  declaration  is  contained  that 

the  king  would  be  satisfied  with  a  fair  and  just  relief.    When 
Olanville  wrote,  the  relief  for  a  knight's  fee  was  fixed  at  a  hun-  lib. 9. c.  4. 
dred  shillings,  which  was  supposed  to  be  a  fourth  part  of  the 
annual  value  of  the  land,     fiut  the  reliefs  of  barons  and  earl's  Fuf«Tit.26. 
fees  were  uncertain. 

29.  Where  the  king's  tenant  died  seised,  the  crown  was  en-  Primer  idsio. 
titled  to  receive  of  the  heir,  if  he  were  of  full  age,  an  additional 

sum  of  money,  called  primer  seisin.    It  does  not  appear  when 

this  right  was  first  established  :  but  in  the  stat.  of  Marlbridge, 

52  Hen.  3.  c.  16.  it  is  thus  mentioned, — De  futredibus  autem  qui  ^  In*t.  134. 

de  domino  rege  tenent  in  capite,  sic  observandum  est ;  quoddominus 

primam  inde  habeat  seisinam,  sicut  prius  inde  habere  consuevit.  The 
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king's  ri^t  to  primer  aeian  is  tbo  declared  in  the  statute  De 
i7Ed.3.cS.  Prerogativa  Regis.  And  it  was  settled  that  the  king  should  re- 
^       ^'  oeive  on  this  accoont  one  whole  year's  (Mofit  of  the  lands. 

30.  Primer  seisin  was  only  incident  to  the  king^  tenant  m 

€apii€,  not  to  those  who  held  of  inferior  or  mesne  lords.    "  It 

t  CaBM«66.     seems  (says  Sir  W.  Blackstone)  to  haye  been  little  oKNre  than  an 

additional  rdief,  founded  on  this  principle^  that  by  the  ancient 
law  of  fends,  immediately  npon  the  death  of  a  vassal,  the  lord 
was  entitled  to  enter,  and  take  seisin  or  possearion  oi  the  land, 
by  way  of  protection  against  intruders,  till  the  heir  appeared 
to  claim  it,  and  recetye  inTestitore ;  daring  which  interral  the 
lord  was  entided  to  the  profits." 
WtrUiip.  31.  These  payments  were  only  due  where  the  heir  Was  of  full 

age.  If  the  heir  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  bong  a  male, 
or  fourteen^  being  a  fiemale,  the  lord  was  entitled  to  wardship,  (6) 
which  consisted  in  haying  the  custody  of  the  body  and  lands  of 
the  heir,  without  being  accountable  for  the  profits,  till  the  male 
hdr  attained  twenty-one,  and  the  female  sixteen. 
OfindCMit.         32.  The  doctrine  of  wardships  was  taken  from  the  customs  of 

c«  33. 

Baftnan,  Normandy,  in  which  it  was  called  garde  noble.     It  is,  however, 

ToL  1. 326.  observable,  that  this  right  was  peculiar  to  that  province,  and  did 
not  prevail  to  the  same  extent  in  any  other  part  of  France,  or  in 
any  other  country  where  the  feudal  law  was  established. 

Of  the  various  hardships  which  arose  from  the  adoption  of  the 
feudal  law,  wardship  was  the  greatest,  and  of  which  there  was 
most  complaint :  for  the  object  of  some  d  the  first  chapters  of 
Magna  Charta  was,  to  regulate  the  conduct  of  the  lords  in  this 
respect,  and  to  restrain  them  from  wasting  and  destroying  the 
estates  of  their  wards. 
Maimge.  33.  By  the  customs  of  Normandy  female  wards  were  directed 

Gnii4  Cottt.     |0  \^  married  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lord,  and  of 

€•  39* 

their  relations.  In  imitation  of  this  practice,  it  appears  to  have 
been  settled  in  England,  soon  after  the  establishment  of  the 
Normans,  that  the  consent  of  the  lord  was  necessaiy  to  the  mar- 
riage of  his  female  wards,  for  which  the  lords  usually  required  a 
sum  of  money.  In  the  charter  of  King  Henry  I.  that  monarch 
engages  to  waive  that  perc^tive ;  this  being  disregarded,  it  was 
provided  by  the  first  draught  of  the  Magna  Charta  of  King 

[  (h)  Writ  of  right  of  waid  abolished  after  Ut  June,  1835,  by  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4. 
c.  27.  s.  36.] 
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John,  that  heirs  should  be  married  without  disparagement,  by 
the  adrtce  of  their  relations.  But  in  the  charter  of  King  Henry 
IIL  the  clause  is  merely  that  heirs  shall  be  married  without  dis** 
paragement. 

34.  Soon  after,  the  king  and  the  great  lords  established  a  right 
to  consent  to  the  marriage,  not  only  of  their  female,  but  of  their 
male  wards :  for  as  nothing  but  disparagement  was  restrained, 
they  thought  themselves  at  liberty  to  make  all  other  advantages 
they  could.  Afterwards  this  right  of  selling  the  tvard  in  mar^ 
riage,  or  else  receiving  the  price  or  sale  of  it,  was  expressly  de-  20  Hen.  3.c.6. 
dared  by  the  statute  of  Merton. 

36.  All  lands  held  by  a  feudal  tenure  were  originally  una**  Fjnei  for  alien- 
lienable,  without  the  licence  of  the  lord ;  ftom  whence  arose  fines 
for  alienation,  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  hereafter.  Tit.  32.  c.  1. 

36.  Where  the  tenant  died  without  heirs,  by  which  there  was  Escheat, 
no  person  to  perform  the  services,  the  land  returned  to  the  lord  xn(€,  c.  1. 
as  an  escheat,  in  conformity  to  the  rules  of  the  feudallaw.  '*  ^^' 

37.  Tliere  was  a  species  of  tenure  called  grand serjeanty,  which  Tenore  by 
was  considered  superior  to  knight  service ;  whereby  the  tenant  ^Qty."^' 
was  bound,  instead  of  serving  the  king  generally  in  his  ware,  to    ^^  ^**^' 
do  him  some  special  honorary  service  in  person.    Thus  where 

the  king  gave  lands  to  a  man  to  hold  of  him  by  the  service  of 

being marehal  of  his  host,  or  marshal  of  England,  or  high  stew-  \q^^  10S,%. 

ard  of  England,  or  the  like,  these  were  grand  serjeanties.     So  if  D>er285.b. 

lands  were  given  to  a  man  to  hold  by  the  service  of  carrying  the 

king's  sword  at  his  coronation,  or  being  his  carver  or  butler, 

these  were  called  services  of  honour,  held  by  grand  serjeanty. 

38.  Lord  Coke  says  this  tenure  has  seven  special  properties.  Host.  105.  b. 
1.  To  be  holden  of  the  king  only.    2.  The  service  to  be  done, 

when  the  tenant  was  able,  in  proper  person.  3.  The  service  was 
certain  and  particular.  4.  The  relief  due  in  respect  of  this 
tenure  was  different  from  that  due  for  knight  service.  5.  The 
service  was  in  general  to  be  done  within  the  realm.  6.  It  was 
not  subject  to  aid  for  making  the  eldest  son  a  knight,  or  for 
marrying  the  eldest  daughter.    7.  It  paid  no  escuage. 

39.  Madox,  however,  says,  there  were  some  serjeanties  that  Exch.Tol.  1. 
paid  escuage,  but  that  peradventure  these  serjeanties  were  also 

holden  by  military  tenure ;  for  sometimes  knight  service  was  an- 
nexed to  a  serjeanty,  that  is,  lands  were  holden  both  by  serjeanty 
and  by  the  service  of  a  knight's  fee. 
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40.  The  oppreanons  arising  from  military  teQares,  hanng  been 
diflcontinoed  daring  the  ciril  wan  in  the  leign  o(  King  Charles  I. 
and  in  the  time  of  the  Commonwealth,  w&e  entirely  remored  at 
the  Restoration,  by  the  statute  12  Cha.  II.  c.  24.  which  enacted 
that  the  coort  of  wards  and  lireries,  and  all  wardships,  UverieSy 
primer  seisins^  and  oosteriemains,  ▼alnes  and  forfeitiires  of  mar* 
liagesy  by  reason  of  any  tenure  of  the  king,  or  others,  be  totally 
taken  away ;  that  all  fines  for  alienations,  tenures  by  homage, 
knight  service  and  escuage,  and  also  aids  for  marrying  the 
daughter,  or  knighting  the  son,  and  all  tenures  of  the  king  m 
capite,  be  likewise  taken  away ;  that  all  sorts  of  tenures  held  of 
the  king  or  others  be  turned  into  free  and  commoii  socage,  save 
only  tenures  in  frankalmoign,  copyholds,  and  the  honcmuy  ser- 
vices of  grand  seijeanty ;  and  that  all  tenures  which  should  be 
created  by  the  king,  his  heirs  or  successors  in  future,  should  be 
in  free  and  common  socage. 
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Section  I. 

Although  the  statute  12  Cha.  II.  abolished  the  military  and  Mtnon. 
oppressive  part  of  feudal  tenures,  yet  the  system  itself  was  not 
set  aside,  and  a  new  one  introduced  in  its  room ;  the  effect  of 
that  statute  wus  merely  to  reduce  all  tenures  except  frankal* 
moign,  grand  serjeanty,  and  copyhold,  to  one  general  species  of 
tenure,  then  well  known  and  subsisting,  called  free  and  common 
socage;  of  which  it  will  therefore  be  necessary  to  give  a  full 
account  But  as  most  of  those  persons  of  whom  lands  are  now 
held  in  socage  claim  their  feudal  donnnium,  or  seignory,  in  the 
character  of  lords  of  manors  ;  and  as  all  copyhold  and  customary 
estates  are  held  of  particular  manors,  it  will  first  be  necessary  to 
enquire  into  the  origin  and  nature  of  manors,  and  the  rights  of 
those  by  whom  they  are  possessed. 

2.  The  usual  services  reserved  by  the  Conqueror  and  his  sons 
on  grants  of  large  estates  were  those  of  a  certain  number  of  Wright  1S9.  n. 
knights ;  and  the  grantees,  in  order  to  be  able  to  perform  those 
services,  gave  out,  by  subinfeudations,  portions  of  their  lands  to 
their  followers,  to  hold  of  themselves  by  military  services. 
Where  the  reservation  of  those  services  was  to  the  erantor  and  Fitx.N.B. 

3  C»8  A 

his  heirs  simply,  he  acquired  a  seignory  in  gi'oss  over  such  te- 
nants :  but  where  a  person,  having  an  extensive  tract  of  land. 
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erected  a  castle  or  mansioD  upon  it,  to  which  he  annexed  a 
demesne  for  his  own  maintenance,  and  granted  oat  the  rest  to 
inferor  penons,  to  hold  of  him  and  his  heirs,  as  of  his  castle  or 
mansion,  by  certain  serrices,  the  whole  became  a  manor,  of  which 
the  proprietor  of  the  castle  and  demesne  was  lord. 
Pcfk.t.070.  3.  Perkins,*  who  wrote  in  the  sixteenth  centmy,  gires  the 

BacoB't  Um  oT  following  accoDnt  of  the  origin  of  manors:  "  And  it  is  to  know 
^  l^^-  that  the  begiimii^  of  a  oanor  was,  when  the  king  gave  a  thou- 

sand acres  of  land,  or  a  greater  or  lesser  part,  nnto  one  of  his 
sobjects  and  his  heirs,  to  hold  of  him  and  his  heirs,  which  tenure 
is  knight  service  at  the  least,  and  the  donee  did  perhaps  build  a 
mansioii-house  upon  parcel  of  the  same  land  ;  and  of  twenty 
acres,  pared  of  that  which  remained,  or  of  a  greater  or  lesser 
Amu, ell.        parcel,  before  the  statute  of  Cbda  JEiraptores,  Su;.'did  enfeoff  a 

stranger,  to  hold  of  him  and  his  heirs,  as  of  the  same  mansion- 
house,  to  plow  ten  acres  of  arable  land,  pared  of  that  which 
remained  in  his  possession ;  and  did  enfeoff  another  of  another 
parcel,  &c.  to  carry  his  duug  into  the  laud,  &c.  And  did  en- 
feoff another  of  another  pared  thereof,  &c.  to  go  with  him  to 
war  against  the  Scots,  8ic. ;  and  so  by  continuance  of  time  he 
made  a  manor  (a). 
Olow.  4.  Manerium  (says  Spelman)  eU  feudum  nobile,  partim  vas- 

$aOi$,  quoi  tenentes  vooamtu,  ob  eerta  seroitia  coneesnun,  pariim 
domino  in  umm  famUut  nut ;  cum  jurisdktione  in  vassallot,  ob 
eoneetuL  pradia  reatrvatum.  Qu^  vassalUa  conceduntur,  terras 
dicimui  tenemeniales,  qua  domino  reservantur,  domimeales.  Totum 
vero  feudum  dominium  appeliatur;  oHm  baronia,  unde  curia 
qua  huicpraeitjurisdktioni  hodie  Curia  Baroni$  nomen  retinet. 

&  It  appears  from  the  above  passages,  that  the  two  material 
causes  of  a  manor  are  demesnes  and  services.  The  demesnes 
comprise  all  that  part  of  the  land  retained  by  the  lord  for  his 
own  use ;  and  from  which  the  other  parts  were  dismembered. 
The  froehold  of  these  is  vested  in  the  lord,  and  they  were 
formerly  cultivated  by  his  villeins  for  the  maintenance  of  his 
family.    The  services  were  the  returns  due  from  the  persons  to 

(a)  It  was  holden  by  Mwde  an4  WindhwD,  Jnstioet  of  the  C.  B,  ui  92  £Iiz.  tiiat  » 
parioiiag0  may  be  a  manor.  As  if  before  the  statute  of  Quia  Em^^tam  Twrranm,  tktt 
paraon,  with  the  patron  and  ordinary,  grant  parcel  of  the  glebe  to  divers  persons,  to 
bold  of  the  parson  by  direis  lerviees.  The  same  makes  the  parsonage  a  manor.  Godb. 
Rep.  3. 
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whom  the  lord  had  granted  the  freehold  of  the  rest  of  the  lands^ 
to  hold  of  him  as  of  hia  manor;  These  consisted  of  military  and 
other  duties,  rents,  fealty,  and  suit  of  Court ;  together  with  the 
usual  profits  arising  from  reliefs,  fines  for  alienation,  and  other 
feudal  incidents.  (6) 

The  uncultivated  part  of  the  manor  was  called  the  lord's 
waste ;  which  served  for  publio  roads,  and  common  of  pasture 
for  the  lord's  cattle,  as  weU  as  for  those  of  his  tenants. 

6.  There  was  another  circumstance  essentially  necessary  to  a 
manor,  namely,  a  jurisdiction  over  the  tenants,  which  arose  in 

the  following  way.  It  has  been  stated^  that  where  lands  were  Anu,  c.  i. 
granted  to  a  person  as  a  feud,  a  jurisdiction  o? er  the  inferior 
tenants  and  occupiers  of  them  was  always  included.  In  con* 
formity  to  this  practice,  it  is  probable  that  all  the  grants  of  land 
made  by  the  Conqueror  and  his  sons  included  a  jurisdiction ; 
for  it  appears  from  Dugdale's  M onasticon,  that  in  almost  all  the 
charters  of  lands  granted  by  the  crown  to  the  abbies,  a  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction  was  expressly  given.  And  we  learn  from  all  i  lost.  58.  &. 
our  ancient  law  books  that  since  the  Conquest  every  lord  of  a 
manor  has  exercised  a  jurisdiction  over  his  tenants,  and  held  a 
Court  for  that  purpose;  a  franchise  which  must  have  been 
originally  derived  from  the  crown. 

7.  Every  estate  of  this  kind  had  a  chief  seat  or  capital 
mansion  upon  it,  as  of  which  the  lands  granted  out  to  the 
tenants  were  held;  and  being  the  residence  of  the  lord,  it 
was  called  in  old  French  manoir,  a  manendo,  from  whence 
the  whole  acquired  the  name  of  manor.  It  is  also  called, 
and  with  more  propriety,  a  lordship,  being  a  feudal  seignory 
or'dcmittium,  annexed  to  the  possession  of  the  demesnes,  over  the 
tenants  holding  lands  by  subinfeudation  from  the  ancient  pro- 
prietors of  those  demesnes,  by  certain  services ;  with  a  jurisdic- 
tion over  those  persons.  And  Lord  Coke  says,  **  A  manor  in  Copyh.  i.  3i. 
these  days  signifieth  the  jurisdiction  and  royalty  incorporate,  r^^^  Tit.  28. 
rather  than  the  land  or  scite." 

(fr)  In  Calthorpe's  Reading  on  Copyholds  is  the  following  passage :  "  A  manor  con- 
sisteth  in  two  parts,  ins.  demesnes  and  services  :  and  neither  of  these  two  parts  hath  the 
name  of  a  manor,  witbont  the  other.  For  as  a  mesioage  or  lands  cannet  be  oalled 
demesnes,  without  tenants  thereunto  belonging  to  pay  rents  and  do  services ;  so  on  the 
•tber  part,  though  a  man  have  tenants  te  pay  him  rents  and  do  him  serviee,  and  no 
nesraage  or  lands  wbenupon  to  keep  his  Court,  and  to  receive  his  rents  and  aenrioes, 
this  cannot  be  called  a  manor,  but  only  a  seignory  in  gross." 
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Courts  baron.         g.  The  Same  writet,  after  stating  that  a  manor  consists  of 
Copyh.g.31.      demesnes  and  services^  proceeds,  thus: — ^'^  A  word  of  another 

cause  of  a  manor,  which  appeareth   not  in  the  definition  so 
manifestly  as  the  other  causes  do.    This  is  a  cause  which  among 
the  logicians  is  termed  causa  sine  qua  non ;  and  that  is  a  court 
baron  :  for  indeed  that  is  the  chief  prop  and  pillar  of  a  manor, 
which  no  sooner  faileth,  but  the  manor  falleth  to  the  ground- 
If  we  labour  to  search  out  the  antiquity  of  these  courts  baron, 
we  shall  find  them  as  ancient  as  manors  themselves.     For  when 
the  ancient  kings  of  this  realm,  who  had  all  the  lands  in  England 
in  demesne,  did  confer  great  quantities  of  land  upon  some  great 
personages,  with  liberty  to  parcel  the  land  out  to  other  inferior 
tenants,  reserving  such  duties  and  services  as  they  thought  con- 
Leges  Hen.!,     venient,  and  to  keep  Courts,  where,  they  might  redress  misde- 
1* Inst.  58.  b.      meanors  within  their  precincts,  punish  offences  committed  by 
2  Inst.  31.         i\im  tenants,  and  decide  and  debate  controversies  arising  within 

their  jurisdictions;  these  Courts  were  termed  Courts  Baron." 

9.  Formerly  courts  baron  had  in  many  instances  both  a  civil 
and  criminal  jurisdiction.      The  civil  jurisdiction  was  called 

Bract.  154.        Socha  et  Sacka ;  the  criminal  Infangthefe  et  Outfangthefe.    These 
Glois.  latter  words  are  thus  explained  by  Spelman : — Significant  latra- 

nem  infra  captum,  hoc  est,  infra  manerium  vel  jurisdicHonem  aUcu- 
jus,  jus  kabentis  de  eodem  cognoscendi.  Regale  siquidemprivikgium, 
et  in  antiquis  diplomatibus,  majoribus  regtti  frequenter  concesmm, 
qui  ipso  hoc  verbo  talem  assecuti  sunt  poiestatem  (c.) 

10.  By  the  Magna  Charta  of  King  Henry  III.  c.  17.  sheriffs 
of  counties,  constables  of  castles,  escheators  and  coroners,  were 

2  Inst.  31.         prohibited  from  holding  pleas  of  the  crown.     Yet  Lord   Coke 

says, ''Albeit  the  franchises  of  infangthefe  and  outfangthefe  to 
be  heard  and  determined  within  courts  baron  belonging  to  manors 
were  within  the  said  mischief;  yet  we  find,  but  not  without  great 
inconvenience,  that  the  same  had  continuance  after  this  act 
But  either  by  this  act,  or  per  desuetudinem,  for  inconvenience, 
these  franchises  within  manors  are  antiquated  and  gone.'* 
4  Inst  46.268.  1 1  •  A  court  baron  is  still  incident  to  every  manor.  It  is  com- 
2  Inst.  104.        posed  of  the  steward  and  the  freeholders,  who  hold  their  lands 

of  the  manor  by  fealty  and  suit  of  Court,  and  who  are  bound  by 

'  (c)  It  appears  from  the  PlacUa  de  Quo  Warranto  daring  the  reigns  of  the  thiee  fint 
Edwards,  which  have  been  lately  published  by  Government,  that  a  very  great  number  of 
lords  of  manon  then  had  a  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction. 
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their  tenure  to  attend  the  court  baron,  and  to  assist  the  steward 
in  the  administration  of  justice. 

12.  This  Court  has  the  power  of  determining,  by  writ  of  right,  4  Inst.  c.  67. 
all  controversies  relating  to  lands  within  the  manor ;  and  also  to 
hold  pleas  of  any  personal  actions  of  debt,  trespass  on  the  case,  j^jf  ^  2  Wii 
or  the  like,  when  the  debt  and  damages  do  not  amount  to  forty  ^'  20. 
shillings.    And  in  a  late  case  it  was  determined  that  the  steward  Holioyd  v. 
of  a  court  baron  is  a  judicial  oflScer ;  and  that  trespass  would  not  and  Aid.  473. 
lie  against  him,  where  his  bailiff  by  mistake  took  the  goods  of  B. 
under  a  precept  commanding  him  to  take  in  execution  the  goods 
of  A. 

13:  Upon  several  avowries  two  of  the  questions  w^re, —  1.  J^^**''???.?* 

*  *  Crew,  WiUes 

Whether  a  court  baron  could  beholden  by  the  steward.  2.  Whe-  K.614. 
ther  two  suitors  or  freeholders,  at  least,  were  not  the  necessary 
judges  of  that  Court.  After  two  arguments,  Willes,  C.  J., 
Abney  and  Burnett,  Justices,  were  of  opinion,  that  the  steward 
alone,  without  two  freeholders  at  least,  could  not  hold  a  court 
baron  ;  and  that  the  suitors  are  the  judges,  and  not  the  steward. 

14.  The  persons  who  held  of  the  king's  immediate  tenants  inferior  manors 
granted  out  portions  of  their  lands  to  be  held  of  themselves,  and 

thereby  created  manors  of  an  inferior  kind,  of  which  they  were 
immediate  lords,  and  the  king's  tenants  lords  paramount.    Thus 
Bracton  says, ''  Poterit  enim  esse  per  se  manerium  capitale,  et  plura  212.  a, 
coniinere  sub  se  maneria  non  capitaHa,  et  plures  vittas^  et  plures 
hamlettos,  quasi  sub  uno  capite  et  dommio  uno.*'  {d) 

15.  The  practice  of  creating  manors,  or  tenancies  in  gross, 

was  effectually  prevented  by  the  statute  Quia  Emptores ;  in  con^  Ante,  c  11.  s. 

sequence  of  which  all  manors  existing  at  this  day  must  have 

been  created  before  the  18  Edw.  1 .,  for  it  is  essential  to  a  manor 

that  there  be  tenants  to  hold  of  the  lord  ;  and  no  person,  since  Co.  Cop.  s.  31. 

.    ,  ,,  ,  ^  .      ^        .       ,       Wright,  160. 

that  period  could,  upon  the  grant  of  an  estate  m  fee  simple, 
create  a  tenure  of  himself. 

16.  Lord  Coke  says,  *'  the  king  himself  cannot  now  create  a  ^^'  '*  ^^' 
manor."  —  **  If  the  king  at  this  day  will  grant  a  great  quantity 

of  land  to  any  subject,  enjoining  him  to  certain  duties  and  ser- 
vices, and  withal  willeth  that  this  should  bear  the  name  of  a 
manor,  yet  it  will  not  be  a  manor  in  the  estimation  of  the  law." 

17.  As  the  material  causes  of  a  manor  are  demesnes  and  ser-  Howmanon 

are  dettroyed. 
(d)  Vid$  Mr.  Astle's  account  of  the  Tenares,  Customs,  &c.  of  the  Manor  of  Great 
Tej.    Archfleol..  Vol.  XII.  p.  25. 

VOL.    1.  D 
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yiceSy  both  of  which  are  essential  to  its  existence,  because  a 
manor  must  have  a  lord  and  vassals ;  it  follows  that  whenever 
the  demesnes  are  severed  from  the  services,  by  the  act  of  the 
party,  the  manor  is  destroyed. 

6IUp.63.  18.  Thus  in  Sir  Moyle  Finch's  case,  where  a  person  seised  of 

a  manor  levied  a  fine  of  all  the  demesnes  to  one  and  his  heirs, 
who  granted  and  rendered  them  to  another  for  fifty  years,  and 
granted  the  reversion  to  the  original  owner  in  fee  ;  it  was 
resolved  that  the  demesnes  being  once,  by  the  act  of  the  party, 
absolutely  severed,  in  fee  simple,  from  the  services,  the  manor 

Skin.  R.  2.  was  destroyed.  The  alienation  must  however  be  of  all  the  de- 
mesnes ;  for  an  alienation  of  part,  or  even  of  the  principal  man- 
sion, will  not  have  that  effect. 

19.  Where  the  severance  is  by  an  act  of  law,  the  manor  may 
be  revived.  Thus  in  Sir  M.  Finch's  case  it  was  agreed  that  if 
there  were  two  coparceners,  and  on  a  partition  the  demesnes 
were  allotted  to  one,  and  the  services  to  the  other;  although 
there  was  an  absolute  severance,  yet  if  one  died  without  issue, 
and  the  demesnes  descended  to  her  who  had  the  services,  the 
manor  was  revived.  Because  on  the  partition  they  were  in  by 
act  of  law,  and  the  demesnes  were  again  united  to  the  services 
by  act  of  law. 

6  Rep.  64.  a.         20.  Where  a  partition  was  made  of  a  manor  between  two 

223^^°'  ^^'       coparceners,  and  each  had  parcel  of  the  demesnes,  and  parcel 

of  the  services,  it  was  formerly  held  that  as  each  of  them  was  in 
by  act  of  law,  each  had  a  manor.     But  in  a  modem  case  the 

5  Hod.  150.       Court  of  King's  Bench  was  of  opinion  that  a  manor  was  an  entire 

thing,  and  not  severable. 

Roll.  Ab.  Tiu         21.  The  extinction  of  the  services  also  operates  as  a  destruction 

^   '  of  the  manor.    Thus  where  all  the  freehold  estates  held  of  a 

manor  are  purchased  by  the  lord,  or  devolve  to  him  by  escheat, 

\Viiie8R.6i4.    whereby  the  services  become  extinct,  and  there  are  no  tenants 

447. 4  id.  446.   left,  the  manor  is  for  ever  destroyed.    For  there  cannot  be  a 

manor  without  a  Court  Baron ;  and  no  Court  Baron  can  be 
without  two  suitors  at  least. 

Skio.  661.  22.  In  a  case  of  this  kind  the  proprietor  of  the  demesnes 

retains  a  reputed  manor,  or  manor  in  reputation  :  and  continues 

Soane  v.  Ire-      to  have  a  great  number  of  the  rights  and  franchises  which  were 

^d,  10  East,  appendant  to  the  mauor.  And  where  the  services  are  not  de- 
stroyed, but  only  separated  from  the  demesnes,   the   person 
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entitled  to  them  has  a  seignory  in  gross ;  for  the  tenants  will  Fitz.  N.  B.  3. 
then  hold  of  him,  as  of  his  person,  and  not  as  of  his  manor,  (e) 

23.  We  now  come  to  treat  of  tenure  in  free  and  common  TeoureiD 
socage,  which  is  thus  described  by  Littleton,  s.  117,  118. —  "^^ag*- 

"  Tenure  in  socage  is  where  the  tenant  holdeth  of  his  lord  the 
tenancy  by  certain  service,  for  all  manner  of  services,  so  that 
the  service  be  not  knicrht  service.  As  where  a  man  holdeth  his 
land  of  his  lord  by  fealty  and  certain  rent  for  all  manner  of 
services ;  or  else  where  a  man  holdeth  his  land  by  homage, 
fealty,  and  certain  rent  for  all  manner  of  services;  or  where  a 
man  holdeth  his  land  by  homage  and  fealty  for  all  manner  of 
services ;  for  homage  by  itself  maketh  not  knight  service.  Also 
a  man  may  hold  of  his  lord  by  fealty  only ;  and  such  tenure  is 
tenure  in  socage.  For  every  tenure,  which  is  not  tenure  in 
chivalrie,  is  a  tenure  in  socage*" 

24.  Littleton  derives  the  word  socage  from  soca,  a  plough ;  s.  ii9. 
the  services  anciently  reserved  on  this  tenure  being  those  of 
husbandry.  Somner  deduces  it  from  the  Saxon  word  soc, 
importing  liberty  or  privilege,  which,  being  joined  to  a  usual 
termination,  is  called  iocagium,  or  socage,  signifying  a  free  and 
privileged  tenure.  Sir  Martin  Wright  admits  Somner's  etymo-  Ten.  142. 
logy  to  be  countenanced  by  Britton :  but  professes  himself 
inclined  to  prefer  Littleton's.     1.  Because  our  division  of  tenures 

into  knight  service  and  socage,  considering  socage  as  a  tenure 
per  servitium  soca,  directly  answers  to  the  Norman  division  of 
tenures  into  ^fiefs  d'haubert,  2ind  Jieji  de  roturier;  that  is,  the 
gentleman's  and  the  husbandman's  fee.  2.  Because  in  this 
sense  the  tenure  in  socage  is,  hke  that  by  knight  service,  simply 
denominated  from  the  name  or  nature  of  the  service  anciently 
reserved  upon  it. 

25.  As  the  grand  criterion  and  distinguishing  mark  of 
socage  tenure  is,  the  having  its  renders  and  services  ascer- 
tainfici;  it  will  include  under  it  all  other  modes  of  holdins: 
free  lands  by  certain  and  invariable  rents  and  duties;  and, 
in  particular,  petit  seijeanty,  burgage,  ancient  demesne,  and 
gavelkind. 

26.  Littleton  says,  s.  159.'—''  Tenure  by  petit  serjeanty  is  By  petit  ler- 
where  a  man  holds  his  land  of  our  Sovereign  Lord  the  King,  to  ^^^^y- 
yield  to  him  yearly  a  bow,  or  a  sword,  or  a  dagger,  or  a  knife,  or 

(ff)  The  rights  and  fraDchiaes  annexed  to  manors  will  be  tieated  of  in  Title  27. 

D   2 
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Id.  1. 160. 


1  Inst.  108.  b. 


In  burgage. 


Lit.  s.  163. 


Id.  8.  165,6,7. 


2  BI.  Com.  83. 
Rob.  Gavel. 
Appz.  390. 


In  ancient  de- 
mesne. 
4  Inst.  c.  58. 
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a  lance,  or  a  pair  of  gloves  of  mail,  or  a  pair  of  gilt  spurs,  or  an 
arrow,  or  divers  arrows,  or  to  yield  such  other  small  things  be- 
longing to  war." 

And  such  service  is  but  socage  in  effect ;  because  that  such 
tenant,  by  his  tenure,  ought  not  to  go,  nor  do  any  thing, 
in  his  proper  person,  touching  the  war;  but  to  render  and 
pay  yearly  certain  things  to  the  king,  as  a  man  ought  to  pay 
rent 

27.  This  tenure  can  only  be  of  the  king,  the  dignity  of  whose 
person  gives  it  the  name  of  petit  setjeanty ;  for  where  lands  are 
held  of  a  subject  by  services  of  this  kind,  the  tenure  is  nothing 
more  than  plain  socage. 

28.  *^  Tenure  in  burgage  (says  Littleton,  s.  162.)  is  where 
an  ancient  borough  is,  of  which  the  king  is  lord;  and  they 
that  have  tenements  within  the  borough  hold  of  the  king 
their  tenements;  that  every  tenant  for  his  tenement  ought  to 
pay  the  king  a  certain  rent,  &c.  and  such  tenure  is  but  tenure  in 
socage.'* 

'^  It  is  the  same  where  any  subject  is  lord  of  such  burrough, 
and  the  tenants  hold  of  him,  to  pay  each  of  them  an  annual 
rent." 

29.  The  qualities  of  this  tenure  vary  according  to  the  par- 
ticular customs  of  every  borough,  without  prejudice  to  the 
feudal  nature  of  it ;  in  conformity  to  the  maxim, — consuetudo  loci 
est  observanda. 

[One  of  the  most  remarkable  of  these  customs  is  Borough 
English,  that  the  youngest  son  and  not  the  eldest  succeeds  to  the 
burgage  tenement  on  the  death  of  his  father.] 

30.  The  first  monarchs  of  the  Norman  line  reserved  a  great 
number  of  estates  throughout  the  kingdom  for  their  own  main- 
tenance, of  which  they  granted  out  portions  to  rustic  persons, 
to  hold  of  themselves,  keeping  a  demesne  in  their  own  hands, 
by  which  the  whole  became  a  manor,  whereof  the  crown  was 
lord.  The  services  reserved  were  to  cultivate  the  demesnes,  and 
to  supply  a  certain  quantity  of  provisions  for  the  king's  house- 
hold, which  was  a  species  of  socage  tenure ;  and  the  lands  thus 
held  having  been  part  of,  and  dismembered  from,  the  ancient 
demesnes  of  the  crown,  the  holders  of  them  were  called  tenants 
in  ancient  demesne. 
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31.  All  those  estates  which  are  called  in  Domesday  Terra 
Regis  were  manors  of  this  kind ;  and  where  a  doubt  now  arises 
whether  a  manor  is  of  ancient  demesne  or  not.  it  can  only  be  ^y^  ^^.*  i>* 

.      ^,  ^  ,  .  2Biirr.l046. 

determmed  by  a  reference  to  that  record. 

32.  To  the  end  that  these  tenants  might  the  better  apply  4  Inst  269. 
themselves  to  their  labours  for  the  profit  of  the  king,  they  had 

six  privileges: — 1.  They  could  not  be  impleaded  for  their 
lands,  &c.  out  of  the  manor.  2.  They  could  not  be  impannelled 
to  appear  at  Westminster  or  elsewhere^  upon  any  inquest  or  trial, 
3.  They  were  free  and  quiet  from  all  manner  of  tolls  in  fairs 
and  markets,  for  all  things  concerning  husbandry  and  sus- 
tenance. 4.  And  also  of  taxes  and  talliages  by  parliament, 
unless  specially  named.  5.  And  also  of  contribution  to  the 
expensres  of  the  knights  to  parliament.  6.  If  severally  dis- 
trained for  other  services,  they  might  all  join  in  a  writ  of 
manstraverunt, 

33.  These  privileges  only  extended  to  the  tenants  in  socage  of  Fttz.N.B.  13. 
manors  of  ancient  demesne,  not  to  those  who  held  other  parts 

of  such  manors  by  knight  service  ;  for  the  service  of  the  plough 
and  husbandry  was  the  cause  of  them.  And  notwithstanding 
that  in  couse  of  time  most  of  these  manors  were  granted  by 
the  crown  to  subjects ;  yet  the  socage  tenants  preserved  their 
ancient  privileges,  and  continued  to  be  tenants  in  ancient 
demesne,  though  the  services  were  commuted  for  money 
rents. 

34.  The  tenure  in  ancient  demesne  is  confined  to  lands  held  i  Salk.  56. 
in  socage  of  those  manors,  that  were  formerly  in  the  possession 

of  the  crown,  by  the  service  of  cultivating  the  demesnes  of  such 
manors,  or  by  a  render  of  provisions.  The  manor  itself,  and  such 
other  parts  of  it  as  were  held  by  knight  service,  were  pot  con- 
sidered as  ancient  demesne,  but  as  frank  fee.  It  is,  therefore, 
inaccurate  to  say  that  a  manor  is  held  in  ancient  demesne ;  the 
proper  expression  being,  a  manor  of  ancient  demesne,  in  which  Dro.  Ab.  Ant. 
the  socage  lands  are  held  by  that  tenure.  Fiu!  n^b.  ii. 

36.  Where  a  manor  of  this  kind  is  in  the  hands  of  a  subject, 
it  is  in  the  power  of  the  lord  and  tenant  to  destroy  the  tenure. 
Thus,  if  the  tenant  be  impleaded  in  any  of  the  courts  at  West- 
minster, and  the  lord  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  lands  will  become  2  Leon.  19. 
frank  fee ;   because  the  privilege  of  ancient  demesne  being 
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established  for  the  benefit  of  both  the  lord  and  tenant,  they  may, 

by  their  joint  act,  destroy  it.  {f) 
2  Vin.  Ab.  489.       36.  If  the  lord  enfeo£b  another  of  the  tenancy,  this  makes 

the  land  frank  fee,  because  the  services  are  extingoished.    So 
4Kast.  R.290.  jf  ^^  Jq^j  releases  to  the  tenant  all  his  right  in  the  lands;  or 

if  he  confirms  to  him,  to  hold  by  certain  services  at  the  common 

law. 

37.  Whenever  the  manor  of  which  the  lands  are  held  in 
ancient  demesne  is  destroyed,  that  tenure  is  also  destroyed ;  for 
there  being  no  court  left,  the  tenants  must  sue  and  be  sued  in 
the  Courts  at  Westminster. 

38.  The  tenure  in  gavelkind,  by  which  a  great  deal  of  land 
in  Kent  is  still  held,  is  a  species  of  socage ;  the  name  being 
derived  from  the  Saxon  word  gave/,  which  signifies  rent,  or  a 
customary  performance  of  husbandry  works;  from  which  the 


4  Inst.  270. 
2  Leon.  191. 


In  GaTelkind. 


Rolnnson's 
Get.  3,  4. 


[  (/)  One  of  the  most  ftmiliar  methods  by  which  the  tenore  of  andent  demesne  has 
been  destroyed,  was  the  tenant's  levying  a  fine  or  suflering  a  recovery  of  the  lands  in  the 
Conrt  of  Common  Pleas.  By  this  proceeding  the  tenure  was  coorerted  into  frank  fee 
or  common  socage,  and  until  the  lord  restored  the  ancient  tenure  by  bringing  his  wnt 
of  deceit,  the  fines  and  recoveries  levied  and  suffered  in  the  superior  court  were  in 
force ;  ao  that  while  the  lord's  right  to  bring  his  writ  continoed,  the  title  under  the  fine 
or  recoveiy  was  insecure.  But  the  above  modes  of  destroying  the  tenure  of  antient 
demesne  have  ceased  since  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.c.  74.  which  has  abolished  fines 
and  recoveries,  and  which  contains  some  important  provisions  for  remedying  the  incon- 
veniences above  adverted  to. 

By  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  it  is  enacted,  that  no  fine  or  recovery  then  levied  or 
sufiiered,  and  not  then  reversed,  or  thereafter  to  be  levied  or  suffered,  of  lands  in 
ancient  demesne  in  a  superior  court,  shall,  upon  a  writ  of  deceit,  then  or  thereafter  to 
be  brought,  be  reversed  as  to  any  person  except  the  lord,  but  shall  be  as  valid  against 
the  parties  thereto,  and  all  persons  claiming  under  them,  as  if  not  reversed  as  to 
the  lord. 

Sect.  5.  enacts,  thaf  if  at  any  time  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  a  fine  or  recoveiy 
shall  have  been  levied  or  sufiered  in  a  superior  court,  of  lands  in  ancient  demesne,  and 
afterwards  a  fine  or  recovery  shall  be  sufiered  in  the  lord's  court  (the  fine  or  recovery  in  the 
superior  court  not  having  been  previously  reversed),  then  the  fine  or  recovery  sub- 
sequently suffered  in  the  lord's  court,  shall  be  as  valid  as  if  the  tenure  had  not  been 
changed.  And  that  in  other  cases  fines  and  recoveries  shall  not  be  invalid  although 
levied  or  suffered  in  courts  whose  jurisdictions  may  not  extend  to  the  lands  therein 
comprised. 

Sect.  6.  enacts,  that  the  tenure  of  ancient  demesne,  where  suspended  or  destroyed  by 
fine  or  recovery  in  a  superior  court,  shall  be  restored  in  cases  wherein  the  rights  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  shall  have  been  recognized  within  twenty  years,  from  the  1st  of 
January,  1834. 

Wriu  of  deceit,  are  by  virtoe  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  36,  37. 
abolished  after  the  1st  of  June,  1835.] 
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land,  subject  to  this  kind  of  Benrice,  was  called  gavelkind.  And 
Mr.  Robinson  concludes,  from  the  etymology  of  this  word^  that 
gavelkind  denotes  the  tenure  of  the  land  only ;  and  that  the 
partibility,  and  other  customary  qualities  of  the  lands  thus  held, 
are  extrinsic  and  accidental. 

[The  characteristic  incidents  of  gavelkind  tenure,  are,  that  Rob.  on  Git. 

112 

they  descend  upon  all  the  sons  equally  as  coparceners ;  in  default 
of  sons  to  daughters ;  and  in  default  of  lineal  descendants,  upon 
collaterals  in  like  manner :  that  they  do  not  escheat  upon  con-  lb.  288. 
viction  or  execution  for  felony ;  and  that  a  minor  of  the  age  of  lb.  248. 
fifteen  years  seised  in  fee  in  possession  may  by  feoffment  in 
person  alienate  absolutely:   it  should  seem  also  that  he  may  lb. 258. 
release  a  right  not  being  in  possession.] 

39.  All  the  before  mentioned  tenures  are  evidently  feudal,  and  Incidents  to 
derived  from  the  same  origin  as  tenure  by  knight  service :  for  in 

both  cases  the  lands  are  held  of  a  superior  lord,  either  the  king, 

or  of  some  private  person.    This  feudal  dominium^  or  seignory,  as  ^^^>  c.  Ii. 

it  is  called,  when  vested  in  the  king,  may  be  either  of  his  person, 

or  as  of  some  honor  or  manor  which  formerly  devolved  to  the 

crown  by  forfeiture  or  escheat.      When  vested  in  a  private 

person,  it  may  be  either  in  right  of  a  manor,  of  which  he  is  lord  ; 

or  of  his  person,  in  which  latter  case  it  is  a  seignory  in  gross.  Anu,  s.  21. 

But  tenure  of  the  person  of  a  subject  is  now  scarcely  known. 

And  where  it  no  longer  appears  of  whom  lands  are  mediately  Booth,  lUai 

held  in  socisige,  they  shall  be  presumed  to  be  held  immediately  of 

the  king  as  the  great  and  chief  lord. 

40.  All  lands  held  by  any  kind  of  socage  tenure  are  subject  to 
a  feudal  return,  render  rent  or  service,  of  some  sort  or  other  to 
the  lord  of  whom  they  are  held,  arising  from  a  supposition  of  an 
original  grant  from  the  ancestor  of  the  lord  to  that  of  the  tenant. 
In  the  military  tenure,  or  more  proper  feud,  this  was  from  its 
nature  uncertain ;  in  socage,  which  was  a  feud  of  the  improper 
kind,  it  was  certain,  fixed,  and  determinate,  and  so  continues  to 

this  day.  Ante,  s.i. 

41.  Although  homage  is  taken  away  by  the  stat  12  Cha.  II.  Lit.8. 131. 132. 
as  properly  incident  to  knight  service ;  yet  tenants  in  socage  are  „/"*'  ^'  ^' 
still  universally  subject,  over  and  above  all  other  services,  to  the 

oath  of  fealty,  or  mutual  bond  of  obligation  between  lord  and  ^nu.  c.  il. 

tenant,  without  which  no  feud  can  subsist.     Where  the  lands 

are  held  of  a  manor,  fealty  draws  after  it  suit  of  court;  and  as   WHght  146.  n. 
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all  freehold  lands  are  now  held  in  socage,  where  no  other  service 
is  reserved,  fealty  is  due  of  course ;  and  the  lord  may  call  upon 
the  tenant  tdlake  the  oath  of  fealty  to  him,  in  his  court  baron, 
which  every  lord  ought  to  do,  if  it  be  only  for  the  reason  given 
by  Littleton,  s.  130.  That  when  neglected  it  will  by  long  con- 
tinuance of  time  grow  out  of  memory,  whether  the  land  be 
hdden  of  the  lord  or  not,  by  which  he  may  lose  his  seignory, 
and  all  the  profits  that  may  accrue  to  him  in  consequence 
thereof. 

42.  It'  has  been  stated  that  the  lord  of  a  manor  may  release 
his  tenants  from  their  services,  by  which  they  will  cease  to  hold 
of  the  manor,  and  will  become  tenants  to  the  next  immediate 

Lit.  1. 454.        lord  to  whom  they  will  owe  fealty.    A  seignory  in  gross  might 

also  be  released  to  the  tenant,  in  which  case  he  would  hold  of 

Wright  146.  n.    the  next  immediate  lord,  and  still  owe  him  fealty :  for  this  duty 

could  not  be  discharged  or  dispensed  with,  because  it  was  the 
vinculum  commune,  or  cement  of  the  whole  feudal  policy. 

43.  The  tenure  in  socage  was  subject  of  common  right  to  aids 
for  knighting  the  lord's  eldest  son,  and  marrying  his  eldest 

2  Inst.  231.        daughter,  which  were  fixed  by  the  Statute  of  Westminster  1. 

c.  36.  at  twenty  shillings  for  every  twenty  pounds  so  held. 

44.  Tenants  in  socage  were  always  subject  to  relief,  which, 
however,  was  certain,  consisting  of  one  year's  rent.  The  statute 
28  Ed.  1.  c.  1.  declared.  That  a  free  sokeman  should  give  no  re- 
lief, but  should  double  his  rent  after  the  death  of  his  ancestor, 
according  to  that  which  he  had  used  to  pay  his  lord,  and  should 
not  be  grieved  above  measure. 

46.  Primer  seisin  was  incident  to  the  king's  socage  tenants  in 
capite,  as  well  as  to  those  who  held  by  knight  service. 

46.  Wardship  was  also  incident  to  tenure  in  socage:  but 
quite  different  from  that  which  was  incident  to  knight  service : 
for  where  lands  in  socage  descended  to  an  infant  under  the  age 
of  fourteen,  his  nearest  relation,  to  whom  the  inheritance  could 
not  descend,  should  be  his  guardian,  but  responsible  to  him  for 
the  profits ;  nor  was  marriage,  or  the  valor  marilagii,  any  per- 
quisite or  advantage  to  the  guardian,  and  the  law  remains 
unaltered  in  this  respect 

47.  Fines  for  alienation  were  also  due  for  estates  in  socage. 
Lands  held  by  this  tenure  always  were,  and  still  continue  to  be, 
subject  to  forfeiture  for  treason  and  felony  ;  and  also  to  escheat ; 
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exce[it  those  in  gavelkind,  which  are  not  subject  to  escheat  for 
felony,  though  they  are  to  escheat  for  want  of  heirs. 

48.  The  changes  made  by  the  statute  12  Cha.  2.  in  the  tenure  i  Changes  in 
in  socage  are  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Hargrave.     1.  It  takes  away  ^12  (^a.  2. 
the  aid  pourJUle  marier,  and  pour  f aire  JUz  chwalier,  which  ^3"^'^^'^* 
were  incident  to  all  socage  tenures.    2.  It  relieves  socage  tn 
capUe  from  the  burthen  of  the  king's  primer  seisin,  and  of  fines 
of  alienation  to  the  king,  to  both  of  which  socage  in  capite  was 
equally  liable  with  tenure  by  knight's  service  in  capite,  though  \ 
not  so  to  wardships.    3.  It  extends  the  father's  power  of  ap-  I 
pointing  guardians,  by  deed  or  will,  which  by  the  4  &  6  Phil.  \ 
and  Mary  was  restricted  to  females,  to  children  of  both  sexes.      I 

49.  In  all  other  respects  the  tenure  in  socage  remains  as  it  \ 
was  before  statute  12  Cha.  2. ;  for  by  the  fifth  section  of  that 
statute  it  is  provided  that  it  shall  not  take  away  any  rents  cer- 
tain, heriots,  or  suits  of  Court,  belonging  or  incident  to  any  ! 
former  tenure  taken  away  or  altered  by  the  act,  or  other  services  | 
incident  or  belonging  to  this  tenure,  or  the  fealty  and  distresses  ' 
incident  thereunto ;  and  that  such  relief  shall  be  paid  in  respect  | 
of  such  rents  as  was  paid  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  tenant  in  ' 
common  socage. 

60.  Mr.  Hargrave  has  observed  that  reliefs  for  lands,  of  which  1  intt  86,  a. 
the  tenure  is  converted  into  common  socage,  are  saved  in  some  °*  ^' 
instances  by  this  statute.  For  the  clause  which  preserves  rents 
certain  provides  that  such  relief  shall  be  paid,  in  respect  of  such 
rents,  as  was  paid  on  the  death  of  a  tenant  in  socage ;  from 
which  it  seemed  that  there  could  be  no  relief  out  of  lands,  which 
the  statute  changed  into  socage,  unless  where  a  quit  rent  was 
also  payable.  And  the  reason  of  thus  expressing  the  act  would 
appear,  by  considering  that  a  year's  rent  was  the  relief  of  lands 
holden  by  common  socage ;  consequently,  was  never  due  out  of 
lands  which  were  not  subject  to  a  rent,  unless  by  special  custom 
or  reservation. 

51.  The  tenure  by  petit  serjeanty  is  not  named  in  the  statute  i  in^t.  los.  b. 
12  Cha.  2.  but  still  it  has  an  operation  on  it ;  for  it  being  neces-  ^'  ^' 
sarily  a  tenure  in  capite,  though  in  effect  only  so  in  socage,  livery 
and  primer  seisin  were  of  course  incident  to  it,  on  a  descent ; 
and  these  are  expressly  taken  away  from  every  species  of  tenure 
in  capite.  But  in  other  respects  petit  serjeanty  is  the  same  as 
k  was  before.     It  continues  in  denomination,  and  still  is,  a  dig- 
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nified  branch  of  the  tenure  in  socage,  from  which  it  only  differs 
in  name,  on  account  of  its  reference  to  war. 

62.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  great  diyision  of  tenures  ori- 
ginally was  into  those  that  were  free,  and  those  that  were  base ; 
or,  as  Bracton  expresses  it,  into  franktenement  and  villenage. 
Tenementorum  aliud  liberum  aliud  vUlenagium,  The  tenure  in 
villenage  arose  in  the  following  manner :  under  the  Saxons  there 
was  a  class  of  people  in  a  condition  of  downright  servitude,  be* 
longing,  both  they,  their  children  and  effects,  to  the  lord  of  the 
soil.  The  Normans,  who  were  strangers  to  any  other  than  a 
feudal  state,  might  probably  enfranchise  all  such  wretched  per- 
sons who  fell  to  their  share,  by  admitting  them  to  fealty,  in  re- 
spect to  the  little  livings  they  had  hitherto  been  allowed  to 
possess ;  which  they  were  still  suffered  to  retain  upon  the  like 
services,  as  they  had  formerly  been  bound  to  perform.  But  this 
possession,  as  now  clothed  with  fealty,  and  by  that  means  ad- 
vanced into  a  tenure,  differed  materially  from  the  ancient  servile 
possession,  and  was  thenceforth  called  villenage. 

63.  When  manors  became  established,  the  demesnes  were 
cultivated  by  the  lord's  villeins,  who  were  allowed  to  occupy 
some  small  parts  of  them,  in  order  to  provide  for  their  subsistence. 
Their  tenure  was  that  of  pure  villenage,  the  services  were  base 
and  uncertain ;  and  as  they  might  be  dispossessed  at  any  time, 
they  were  said  to  hold  at  the  mere  will  of  the  lord. 

64.  The  acquiescence  of  lords  of  manors  to  their  villeins 
holding  the  lands  allotted  to  them  as  long  as  they  performed  their 
services,  and  in  permitting  their  children  to  succeed  them,  ad- 
vanced the  pretensions  of  the  villeins,  in  opposition  to  the  abso- 
lute rights  of  the  lords,  so  as  to  give  them  a  kind  of  prescriptive 
or  customary  right  to  their  possessions ;  which  in  course  of  time 
was  taken  notice  of  by  the  courts  of  justice ;  and  under  their 
sanction  became  at  length  a  part  of  the  common  law. 

56.  As  tenants  of  this  sort  had  no  other  title  to  their  estates 
but  these  customs,  and  admissions  in  pursuance  of  them  entered 
on  the  rolls  of  the  lord's  court,  or  copies  of  such  entries  witnessed 
by  the  steward  of  the  manor,  they  were  called  tenants  by  copy 
of  court  roll ;  and  their  interest  a  copyhold  or  customary  estate. 

56.  The  first  mention  of  this  tenure  is  in  the  extenta  numeru, 
s.  9.  made  in  4  Edw.  1.  which,  though  printed  among  the  sta- 
tutes, is  only  an  instruction  to  the  extender  of  the  crown,  with 
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regard  to  what  he  was  to  enquire  into,  and  upon  what  heads 
and  particulars  he  was  to  make  his  report  The  words  respect- 
ing copyholds  are,  ''  It  is  to  be  enquired  also  of  customary  te- 
nants, that  is  to  wit,  how  many  there  be,  and  how  much  land 
every  of  them  holdeth ;  what  works  and  customs  he  doth,  and 
what  the  works  and  customs  of  every  tenant  be  worth  yearly ; 
and  how  much  rent  of  assise  he  paid  yearly,  beside  the  works 
and  customs ;  and  which  of  them  may  be  taxed  at  the  will  of 
the  lord,  and  which  not." 

67.  There  is,  however,  no  mention  of  copyholds  in  the  book 
of  old  tenures.     Some  cases  appear  respecting  them  in  the  reign 

of  King  Edward  III.,  and  the  rights  of  copyholders  to  their  4  Rep.  2l.b. 
lands  were  fully  settled  in  the  time  of  King  Edward  IV. 

68.  Copyholds  are  not  ajBTected  by  the  stat  12  Cha.  2.  For 
it  is  provided  by  the  seventh  section  of  that  uct  that  it  shall  not 
alter  or  change  any  tenure  by  copy  of  court  roll,  or  any  services 
incident  thereunto. 

69.  There  is  another  species  of  copyhold,  which  was  formerly  Free  copy- 
called  privileged  villenage,  or  villein  socage,  of  the  origin  of  Ant9,clh 
which  Bracton  gives  the  following  account.  Lib.  i.  c.  ii. 

There  were  at  the  time  of  the  Conquest  certain  freemen  who  Black.  Cons, 
held  their  respective  tenements  freely,  by  free  services,  or  by  ^^  Copyholdcn. 
free  customs ;  and  being  first  ejected  by  the  hand  of  power, 
they  afterwards  returned,  and  took  their  own  tenements  again, 
to  be  held  in  villenage,  doing  therefore  services  that  were  base 
and  servile,  but  certain  and  expressed  by  name.  These  are 
called  ascriptitious  to  the  soil,  and  yet  are  freemen,  though  they 
perform  villein  services ;  since  they  perform  them,  not  in  respect 
of  their  persons,  but  in  respect  of  their  tenures. 

60.  Tenants  of  this  kind  hold  by  copy  of  court  roll ;  their 
admittances  however  are  not,  as  in  copyholds^  to  hold  at  the  will 
of  the  lord,  but  to  hold  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor; 
from  whence  they  have  been  called  free  copyholders,  or  cus- 
tomary freeholders. 

61.  Sir  W.  Blackstone,  in  his  Considerations  on  Copyholders,  videTix.  lO. 
concludes  with  observing,  that  however  the  lawyers  may,  at  ^'  ^* 
times,  have  denominated  these  tenures  a  base  species  of  free- 
hold, in  contradistinction  to  mere  copyholds ;  yet  the  law  in  the 

main  regards  them  as  being  properly  copyhold,  and  not  freehold 
tenures;  else  they  would  not  have  subsisted  at  this  day;  for 
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they  mnst  otberwiae  have  been  involved  in  the  general  fate  of  the 

test  of  oar  ancient  tenures,  when  by  the  stat.  12  Cha.  2.  they 

were  all  abolished,  and  reduced  to  socage. 
Tenare  in  62.  There  remains  but  one  more  kind  of  tenure,  which  is  of  a 

rnn^immgiL.     gpji^^Qg]  nature,  and  called  Frankalmoign,  or  free  alms,  whereby 

a  religious  corporation,  aggre^te  or  sole,  may  hold  lands  to 

them  and  their  successors  for  ever.     It  is  mentioned  in  the 
Bract,  lib.  3.      thirty-second  chapter  of  the  Grand  CouMtwmer  of  Normandy, 

and  was  introduced  into  England  by  the  Conqueror,  and  still 

continues,  as  the  stat.  12  Cha.  II.  does  not  affect  it. 
Ut.ft.i35.  63.  Xhe  services  due  for  this  tenure  are  purely  spiritual; 

therefore  the  tenants  are  not  bound  to  do  fealty,  because  the 

service  reserved  is  of  a  higher  nature,  and  because  the  word 

frankalmoign  excludes  all  temporal  service. 
1  Inst.  95.  b.  Most  of  the  ancient  monasteries  and  religious  houses  held 

100b. n.(i).    their  lands  by  this  tenure;  and  the  parochial  clergy,  together 

with  many  ecclesiastical  and  charitable  corporations,  still  hold 
ft.  140.  their  lands  in  the  same  manner.     But  Littleton  says,  that  in 

consequence  of  the  stat.  Qiita  Emptores^  none  can  give  lands  to 

be  holden  in  frankalmoign,  except  the  king. 
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Section  I. 


Bt  the  law  of  England  property  is  divided  into  two  kinds;  of  Real  Pro- 
namely.  Real  and  Personal  Property,  which  are  governed  by  P^^' 
distinct  systems  of  jurisprudence.    Real  property  consists  of 
land,  and  of  all  rights  and  profits  arising  from  and  annexed  to 
land,  that  are  of  a  permanent  and  immoveable  nature,  and  is 
usually  comprehended  under  the  words  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments.  Land  means  the  whole  surface  of  the  earth  ;  tene-  i  iQ^t.  6.  a. 
ment  is  a  word  of  still  greater  extent,  signifying  every  thing  that 
may  be  holden  by  a  tenure :  but  hereditament  is  the  largest  and 
most  comprehensive  word,  including  not  only  lands  and  tene- 
ments, but  whatever  may  be  inherited. 

2.  Real  property  is  corporeal  or  incorporeal.     Corporeal  pro-  Corporeal,  or 
perty  consists  wholly  of  substantial  and  permanent  subjects,  all  ^*°^* 
which  may  be  comprehended  under  the  general  denomination  of 
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1  Inft  4.  a.       land ;  which  Lord  Coke  says,  in  its  l^al  signification,  compre- 
hends any  ground,  soil,  or  earth  whatsoever ;  as  meadows,  pas- 
tures, woods,  waters,  marshes,  fiirzes,  and  heath.    It  has  abo  in 
Idem.  its  legal  signification  an  indefinite  extent,  upwards  as  well  as 

downwards ;  for  it  is  a  maxim  of  law  that  cujus  ett  solum,  ejus 
est  usque  ad  ccdum.  Therefore  land  legally  includes  all  castles, 
houses,  and  other  buildings  standing  thereon ;  and  downwards 
whatever  is  in  a  direct  line  between  the  surface  and  the  centre  of 
the  earth ;  such  as  mines  of  metals,  coals,  and  all  other  fossils, 
Plowd.  313.       which  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  surface,  except  mines  of  gold 

and  silver,   for  these  by  the  royal  prerogative  belong  to  the 
crown. 
2Ves.jiin.652.      3.  A  share  in  the  New  River  water  is  held  to  be  real  property; 

as  also  a  share  in  the  navigation  of  the  River  Avon,  and  a  share 
in  some  navigable  canals. 
Bioney  tobe  4.  Money  agreed  or  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 

land.^  "^  ^^^^  ^B  considered  in  equity  as  land ;  because  there  whatever  is 
Fonb.  B.  1.  agreed  to  be  done  is  considered  as  actually  done.  Where  money 
c  6. 1. 9.  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land  comes  into  the 

hands  of  the  person  who  would  have  had  the  absolute  property 
Walker  v.  of  the  land,  in  case  a  purchase  had  been  made,  it  will  be  consi- 
^^\j'q  ^^  dered  as  money.  But  where  it  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person, 
Bidduiph  V.  some  act  must  be  done  by  the  person  entitled  to  it,  to  shew  that 
12  Vok  161.  ^^  considers  it  as  money,  otherwise  it  will  still  be  deemed  land. 
UeirLoomi  5.  There  are  some  chattels  which  are  considered  as  so  an- 

2"comm!427.    ^®^^»  ^^^  neccssary  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  inheritance,  that 

they  are  deemed  in  law  to  be  a  part  of  it,  and  descendible  to  the 

heir,  from  whence  they  are  called  heir  looms.    Thus  deer  in  a 

real  authorized  park,  fishes  in  a  pond,  rabbits  in  a  warren,  and 

doves  in  a  dove-house,  are  held  to  be  part  of  the  inheritance ; 

and  belong  to  the  heir,  not  to  the  executor. 

]  Rep.  1.  6.  It  is  the  same  of  charters,  court  rolls,  deeds  and  other 

-^  evidences  of  the  land,  together  with  the  chests  and  boxes  in 

Pmeyv-Pusey,  which  they  are  contained.    And  where  an  ancient  horn  had 

immemorially  gone  with  the  estate,  and  had  been  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff's  ancestors,  to  hold  their  land  by  it,  it  was  decreed 
that  it  should  go  with  the  land  as  an  heir  loom. 
IncoipQiwl.  7.  Incorporeal  property  consists  of  rights  and  profits  arising 

from  or  annexed  to  land;  such  as  advowsons  and  rents,  which 
are  held  to  be  of  a  real  nature.    Even  ofiices  exercisable  within 
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certain  places,  though  not  annexed  to  land»  are  said  to  sayour 
of  the  realty;  and  dignities  or  titles  of  hononr,  having 
been  originally  annexed  to  land  are  also  considered  as  real 
property. 

8.  With  respect  to  the  nature  and  properties  of  the  different  EatatM  id  land, 
estates  which  may  be  acquired  in  land^it  is  necessary  to  premise 

that  an  estate  in  land  means  such  an  interest  as  the  tenant  hath 

therein.     It  is  called  in  Latin  status,  because  it  signifies  the  i  Inst.  345.  a. 

condition  or  circumstance  in  which  the  owner  stands  with  regard^ 

to  his  property.    To  ascertain  this  with  precision  and  accuracy, 

estates  in  land  may  be  considered  in  a  threefold  view: — 1.  With  2  Black.  Com. 

regard  to  the  quantity  of  interest  which  the  tenant  has  in  his  piowd.  555. 

tenement.    2.  With  regard  to  the  time  at  which  that  quantity  of 

interest  is  to  be  enjoyed.    3.  With  regard  to  the  number  and 

connexion  of  the  tenants. 

9.  First,  with  regard  to  the  quantity  of  interest  which  the 
tenant  has  in  his  tenement.  This  is  measured  by  its  duration 
and  extent ;  and  occasions  the  primary  division  of  estates  into 
such  as  are  freehold^  and  such  as  are  less  than  freehold. 

10.  An  estate  of  freehold  is  an  interest  in  lands,  or  other  real  Eiutei  of 
property,  held  by  a  free  tenure,  for  thehfe^of  the  tenant,  or  that 

of  some  other  person,  or  for  some  uncertain  period.  It  is  called  Britton,  c.  32. 
Uberum  tenementum,  frank  tenement  or  freehold ;  and  was 
formerly  described  to  be  sueh  an  estate  as  could  only  be  created  i  intt  48.  a. 
by  livery  of  seisin,  a  ceremony  similar  to  the  investure  of  the 
feudal  law.  But  since  the  introduction  of  certain  modern  con- 
veyances, by  which  an  estate  of  freehold  may  be  created  without 
livery  of  seisin,  this  description  is  not  sufficient. 

11.  There  are  two  qualities  essentially  requisite  to  the  exist*  2Comin.386. 
ence  of  a  freehold  estate: — 1.  Immobility,  that  is,  the  subject 

matter  must  either  be  land,  or  some  interest  issuing  out  of  or 
annexed  to  land.  2.  A  sufficient  legal  indeterminate  duration ; 
for  if  the  utmost  period  of  time  to  which  an  estate  can  last  is 
fixed  and  determined,  it  is  not  an  estate  of  freehold. 

12.  Thus  if  lands  are  conveyed  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  for  i  inst.  42.  a. 
ever,   or  for  the  term  of  Iiis  natural  life,  or  for  the  term  of 
another's  life,  or  until  he  is  married,  or  goes  to  Rome,  he  has  an 

estate  of  freehold :  but  if  lands  are  limited  to  a  man  for  five 
hundred  years,  or  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  shall  so  long  live, 
he  has  not  an  estate  of  freehold.    And  the  law  was  precisely  the 
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297.  a.  same  when  Bracton   wrote.     Et  sciendum  quod  Ubervm  tene^ 

tnentum  est  id  quod  quis  tenet  sibi  et  haredibus  suis,  item  ut 
Uberum  tenemenium,  sicut  ad  vitam  tantum,  vel  eodem  modo  ad 
tempus  indeterminatum,  absque  olid  certa  temporis  pnefinitione : 
sc.  Donee  quid  fiat  vel  nan  fiat:  ut  si  didtur,  Do  tali  donee  ei 
providero.  Uberum  autem  tenemenium  nan  potest  did  aliciffus 
quod  quis  tenet  ad  certum  numerum  annorum,  mensium,  vel 
dierum:  licet  ad  terminum  centum  annorum,  qua  excedit  vitas 
nMninum* 

Disiert.c2.  13.  It  has  been   shewn  that  upon  the  introduction  of  the 

feudal  law  all  the  lands  in  England  became  holden  either  by  a 
free  or  a  base  tenure.  The  tenant  who  held  by  a  free  tenure  had 
always  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  for  his  life  at  least, 
and  could  not  be  dispossessed,  even  for  the  non-payment  of  bis 

Black.  Cods.      ^^^^9  o'  ^^^  non-performance  of  his  services ;  whereas  the  tenant 

OD  Cop.  ^ho  held  in  villenage  might  be  turned  out  at  the  pleasure  of  his 

lord ;  and  his  possession  being  perfectly  precarious,  was  con- 
sidered to  be  the  possession  of  his  lord,  to  whom  he  was  in  a 
great  degree  a  mere  slave. 

14.  The  person  thus  holding  land  by  a  free  tenure  was,  there- 
fore, called  a  freeholder,  because  he  might  maintain  his  possession 
against  his  lord,  and  for  this  reason  Uberum  tenementum  was 

207.  a.  opposed  to  villenage.    Thus  Bracton  says, — Item  didtur  Uberum 

tenementum  ad  differentiam  ejus  quod  est  villenagium,  quia  tene- 
mentorum  aliud  Uberum,  aliud  villenagium:  for  an  estate  of 
freehold  once  created  could  not  cease  without  entry  or  claim. 

1  Inst  218  a.    ^^  ^^^  acquisition  of  an  estate  of  this  kind  was  attended  with 

several  valuable  rights  and  privileges ;  the  freeholder  became  a 
member  of  the  county  court,  one  of  the  pares  curia  in  the  court 
baron  or  lords'  court,  vras  entitled  to  be  summoned  on  juries  in 
the  king's  court,  and  to  vote  at  the  election  of  a  knight  of  the 
shire. 

16.  In  subsequent  times  the  word  freehold  was  in  some  cases 
applied  to  the  estate  or  interest  only  of  the  tenant ;  as  where  a 
person  had  an  estate  for  life  in  lands  held  in  villenage,  he  was 

C     s  15         ^^^  ^  ^^^^  ^  freehold  interest.    Thus  Lord  Coke  says, — *'  A 

freehold  is  taken  in  a  double  sense ;  either  it  is  named  a  freehold 
in  respect  of  the  state  of  the  law,  and  so  copyholders  may  be 
freeholders;  for  any  that  hath  an  estate  for  his  life,  or  any  greater 
estate  in  any  land  whatsoever,  may  in  this  sense  be  termed  a 


Title  I.     Estate  in  Fee  Simple.  $.  15—20.  49 

freebolder;  or,  in  respect  to  the  land,  and  so  it  is  opposed 
to  copyholders,  that  what  land  soever  is  not  copyhold  is 
freehold. 

16.  It  is»  however,  fully  proved  by  Sir  W.  Blackstone,  in  his 
Considerations  on  Copyholders,  that  no  person  can  be  con- 
sidered as  a  freeholder,  or  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  a  free- 
holder, unless  his  estate  consists  of  free  land.  So  that  although 
the  determination  of  an  estate  be  uncertain,  yet  if  it  is  held  by  a 
base  tenure,  it  is  not  considered  in  law  as  a  freehold ;  nor  has 
the  tenant  any  of  those  privileges  which  the  law  gives  to  free- 
holders ;  for  in  that  case  he  has  a  freehold  interest  only,  whereas 
no  estate  is,  strictly  speaking,  freehold,  unless  the  possessor 
holds  it  by  a  free  tenure;  therefore  all  freehold  estates  must  now 
be  held  in  socage. 

17.  Lord  Coke  says,  a  freehold  estate  may  at  several  times  be  i  Inst.  4.  a. 
moveable,  sometimes    m    one    person,  and  aUernts  vicious  in  Bridgewater. 
another ;  as  if  there  be  eighty  acres  of  meadow,  which  have  been  ^^'  ^^^"'  ^^^* 
used,  time  out  of  mind,  to  be  divided  between  certain  persons, 

and  that  a  certaiii  namber  of  acres  appertain  to  every  of  these 
persons,  to  be  yearly  assigned  and  allotted  to  them :  they  have 
freehold  estates  in  their  respective  portions  of  the  meadow. 

18.  It  is  said  in  Brooke's  Ab.  That  an  upper  chamber  in  a  Tit.  Demand. 
house  is  no  frank  tenement,  as  it  cannot  continue ;  for  if  the  '* 
foundation  fails,  the  chamber  is  gone.     But  Lord  Coke  states  i  inst.  48.  b. 
that  a  man   may  have  an  inheritance  in  an  upper   chamber 

though  the  lower  building-s  and  soil  be  in  another ;  and  seeing  it 
is  an  inheritance  corporeal,  it  shall  pass  by  livery. 

19.  The  possession  of  a  feud  was  called  seisin,  which  denoted  Ofaeiun. 
the  completion  of  the  investiture  by  which  the  tenant  was  admitted  Dissert,  c.  i. 
to  the  land.    Upon  the  introduction  of  the  feudal  law  into 
£ngland,  the  word  seisin  was  only  applied  to  the  possession  of  i  ingt.  153.  a. 
an  estate  of  freehold ;   in  contradistinction  to  that  precarious  ^^^  j^  |07 
kind  of  possession  by  which  tenants  in  villenage  held  their  lands,  ^  ^°>t'  2^-  ^ 
which  was  considered  to  be  the  possession  of  their  lords;  in  whom 

the  freehold  continued. 

20.  Where  a  freehold  estate  is  conveyed  to  a  person  by  Where  an  entiy 
feoffment,  with  livery  of  seisin,  or  by  any  of  those  conveyances  **  °*^^**"^* 
which  derive  their  effect  from  the  Statute  of  Uses,  he  acquires  a 

seisin  in  deed,  and  a  freehold  in  deed.     But  where  a  freehold   1  Inst.  266.  b. 
estate  devolved  upon  a  person  by  act  of  law,  as  by  descent, 
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previonsly  to  the  late  Btatiite,  (3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  106.)  he  only 
acquired  a  Beiaid  inlaWythatiSyarighttothepossessioQ;  and  bis 
estate  was  called  a  freehold  in  law ;  for  he  must  have  made  an 
actual  entry  on  the  land  to  acquire  a  seisin,  and  a  fireehold  in  deed. 

21.  The  entry  must  have  been  made  by  the  person  having 
right,  or  some  one  authorized  by  him ;  for  the  mere  act  of  gmng 
on  the  land  would  not  amount  to  a  legal  entry,  sufficient  to  vest 
the  actual  seisin  in  the  person  who  had  the  right ;  but,  in  order 
to  constitute  a  legal  entry,  the  person  must  have  entered  with 
that  intent,  and  done  some  act  to  shew  such  intention. 

22.  The  entry  of  the  heir  upon  any  part  of  the  estate  gave  him 
a  seisin  in  deed  of  all  the  lands  lying  in  the  same  county :  for, 
since  the  freehold  in  law  was  cast  upon  him  by  the  death  of  his 
ancestor,  and  no  person  was  in  possession,  so  that  no  particular 
estate  was  to  be  defeated,  a  general  entry  into  part  was  sufficient 
to  reduce  the  whole  into  actual  possession :  but  where  lands  lay 
in  different  counties,  there  must  have  been  an  entry  in  each 
county. 

23*  If  the  heir  was  deterred  from  entering  by  bodily  fear,  he 
might  make  claim  as  near  as  he  could.  Such  claim  was,  how- 
ever, only  in  force  for  a  year  and  a  day :  but  if  it  was  repeated 
once  in  the  space  of  every  year  and  day,  which  was  called 
continual  claim,  (a)  it  had  the  same  effect  as  a  legal  entry. 

24.  The  entry  of  the  heir  was  only  necessary  where  the  lands 
were  in  the  actual  occupation  of  the  ancestor  at  the  time  of  his 
death  ;  for  if  the  lands  were  held  under  a  lease  for  years,  and  the 
lessee  had  entered  under  the  lease,  the  heir  was  considered  aa 
having  seisin  in  deed,  before  entry  or  receipt  of  rent,  because  the 
possession  of  the  lessee  for  years  was  his  possession.  (6) 

25.  The  possession  of  a  guardian  in  socage  was  also  the  possea- 
sion  of  the  ward.  So  that  if  a  widow  having  a  son,  on  whom 
her  husband's  estate  descended,  continued  in  possession  after  her 
husband's  death,  the  law  considered  her  as  guardian  in  socage 
to  her  son ;  and  therefore  admitted  the  son,  by  that  means,  to 
have  had  a  seisin  in  deed  of  the  land. 

26.  Where  lands  are  let  on  leases  for  lives,  the  freehcrfd  is  in 
the  lessees,  consequently  the  heir  has  no  immediate  right  of  entry 

[  (a)  This  u  DOW  abolished.  By  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  11.  it  is  enacted  that 
no  continttal  or  other  claim  upon  or  near  any  land  shall  presenre  any  right  of  nsaldiig  aa 
entry  or  distress  or  bringing  an  action. 

(6)  See  s.  35  of  the  above  statute.] 
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on  tbe  death  cyf  his  ancestor.  He  is,  however^  entitled  to  the 
rent  reserved  on  tbe  lease,  by  the  receipt  of  which  he  becomes 
seised  of  the  rent,  and  also  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  lease. 

27.  The  seisin  in  law,  which  the  heir  acquires  on  the  death  of  Abatement. 
his  ancestor,  may  be  defeated  by  the  entry  of  a  stranger,  claim- 
ing a  right  to  the  land,  which  ontry  is  ccdled  an  abatement ;  and  i  intt.  277.  a. 
in  snch  a  case  the  only  mode  of  regaining  tbe  seisin  is  by  an 

entry  of  the  legal  owner,  which  will  restore  him  to  the  posses- 
sion.    If  the  abator  dies  seised,  the  lands  will  descend  to  his  Lit.  i.  385. 
heir:  and  previously  to  the  recent  statute  of  limitations  such  Jf^   Th.  31. 
descent  tolled,  or  took  away  the  entry  (c)  of  the  heir ;  who,  in  ^-  ^• 
that  case,  was  driven  to  his  action. 

28.  Where  a  younger  brother  entered  upon  the  death  of  his  L\t.  s.  396. 

ancestor,suchentrywasnotan abatement;  foritshould  beintended 
that  the  younger  brother  did  not  set  up  a  new  title,  but  only 
entered  to  preserve  the  possession  of  the  ancestor  in  the  family, 
that  no  one  else  should  abate.  And  if  the  younger  son  died  in 
possession,  still  the  elder  son  might  enter;  for  the  law  would  not 
intend  the  entry  of  the  younger  son  to  be  a  wrongful  act,  there- 
fore his  possession  became  that  of  the  elder,  (d) 

29.  Where  a  person  is  in  the  actual  seisin  of  an  estate  of  free-  l)iM«>«°- 
hold,  he  may  lose  that  seisin  by  a  stranger's  entering  on  the 
estate,  and  forcibly  ousting  or  dispossessing  him  of  it ;  which  is 
called  a  disseisin,  and  is  thus  defined  by  Littleton,  s.  279., 

^  Disseisin  is  properly  where  a  man  entereth  into  lands  or  tene- 
ments, where  his  entry  is  not  congeable,  and  ousteth  him  which 
bath  the  freehold."  Lord  Coke,  in  his  comment  on  this  passage, 
observes,  that  every  entry  is  not  a  disseisin,  unless  there  is  an 
ouster  of  the  freehold  ;  and  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Fortescue  &  ^^'  ^* 
in  8  Geo.  L  that  every  disseisin  is  a  trespass,  but  every  trespass 
is  not  a  disseisin.  A  disseisin  is  when  one  enters,  intending  to 
usurp  the  possession,  and  to  oust  another  of  the  freehold.  There- 

[  (e)  The  law  is  now  altered  by  stat.  3  &  4  WUl.  4.  c.  27.  i.  39.  which  enacti,  that  no 
deioent  cast,  discontinuance,  or  warranty,  which  may  happen  or  be  made  after  the 
31st  December,  1833,  shall  toll  or  deieat  any  right  of  entiy  or  action  for  the  recovery 
of  land. 

(d)  By  sect  13  of  the  above  act,  it  is  enacted,  that  when  a  younger  brother,  or  other 
relation  of  the  person  entitled  as  heir  to  the  posiession  or  receipt  of  the  profits  of  any 
land,  or  to  the  receipt  of  any  rent,  shall  enter  into  the  possession  or  receipt  thereof, 
such  posaesuon  or  receipt  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  the  possession  or  receipt  of  or 
by  the  person  entitled  as  heir.] 

E   2 
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fore,  quarendum  est  a  judke  quo  ammo  be  entesed.  To  ifi}ke 
an  eatry  a  disseisin  there  must  be  an  ouster  of  the  freehold, 
either  first  by  taking  the  profits,  or  secondly  by  claiming  the 
inheritance. 

30.  There  is  scarcely  a  subject  in  the  English  law  so  obscure 
as  that  of  disseisin.  The  full  effect  of  disseisins  must  formerly 
have  been  not  only  a  dispossessing  of  the  freeholder,  but  also  a 
substitution  of  the  disseisor,  as  tenant  to  the  lord ;  and  as  one 
of  the  pares  curia,  in  the  place  of  the  disseisee.  Now  as  the 
consent  of  the  lord  was  formerly  necessary  to  the  admission  of  a 
new  tenant  into  the  feud,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  a  com* 
plete  disseisin  could  take  place  without  the  consent  or  connivance 
of  the  lord. 

i.Bnrr.  R.no.  31,  Jjord  Mansfield  tas  therefore  justly  observed  that  "the 
precise  definition  of  what  constituted  a  disseisin,  which  made  the 
disseissor  the  tenant  to  the  demandant's  pradpe,  though  the 
right  owner's  entry  was  not  taken  away,  was  once  well  known, 
but  it  is  not  now  to  be  found.  The  more  we  read,  unless  we  are 
very  careful  to  distinguish,  the  more  we  shall  be  confounded ;  for 
after  the  assize  of  novel  disseissin  (e)  was  introduced,  the  Legis- 
lature by  many  acts  of  parliament,  and  the  courts  of  law,  by  liberal 
constructions,  in  furtherance  of  justice,  extended  this  remedy, 
for  the  sake  of  the  owner,  to  every  trespass  or  injury  done  to  his 
real  property,  if  by  bringing  his  assise  he  thought  fit  to  admit 
himself  disseised. 

Abeyance  of  the      32.  Where  there  is  no  person  in  esse  in  whom  the  freehold  is 

freehold.  i       •         i_  i         •       • 

llnst.  342.  b.  vested.  It  IS  said  to  be  m  abeyance,  that  is,  in  expectation, 
remembrance,  and  contemplation  of  the  law.  But  it  is  a  prin- 
ciple of  the  highest  antiquity  that  there  should  always  be  a  knowa 
and  particular  owner  of  every  freehold  estate,  so  that  it  should 
never,  if  possible,  be  in  abeyance.  This  rule  was  established  for 
two  reasons :  —  1.  That  the  superior  lord  might  know  on  whom, 
he  was  to  call  for  the  military  services  that  were  due  for  the 
feud  ;  otherwise  the  defence  of  the  realm  would  have  been  con- 
siderably weakened.  2.  That  every  stranger  who  claimed  a 
right  to  any  particular  lands  might  know  against  whom  he 
ought  to  bring  his  precipe  for  the  recovery  of  them  ;  as  np  real 

[  («)  The  writ  of  novel  disseisin  is  abolished  by  sUt.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  36.  after 
the  1st  of  June,  1835.] 
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action  coald  be  brought  against  any  person  but  tbe  actual  free* 
bolder. 

33.  In  consequence  of  this  doctrine,  it  is  a  rule  that  a  free-  ilnst.2i7.  a. 
bold  estate  cannot  [by  any  conveyance  operating  at  common         ^' 
law]  be  created  to  commence  infuturo,  except  by  way  of  remain- 

der ;  because  in  that  case  the  freehold  would  be  in  abeyance, 
from  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  to  the  moment  when  the 
estate  created  was  to  commence.    [But  by  executory  devise  and  i  Lut.  795. 
conveyances  operating  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  uses,  freehold  Fearael'i^. 
estates  may  be  limited  so  as  to  commence  infuturo;  and  in  such  Pl- 
eases the  freehold  does  not  continue  in  abeyance ;  for  until  the 
estates  so  limited  take  effect,  in  the  case  of  devise  it  descends  to 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  and  in  that  of  a  deed,  results  to  or 
remains  in  the  grantor.] 

34.  One  of  the  few  instances  in  which  a  freehold  estate  can  Lit.  i.  647. 
.be  in  abeyance  is,  where  the  parson  of  a  church  or  other  eccle- 
siastical person  dies ;  for  in  that  case  the  glebe,  8cc.  is  in  abey- 
ance, till  a  successor  is  appointed. 

35.  All  natural  persons   born  within  the  dominions  of  the  Whomayhavo 
crown  of  England  are  capable  of  holding  freehold  estates ;  unless  ^'^^^^^  estates. 
they  are  attainted  of  treason  or  felony,  or  have  incurred  the  penal- 
ties of  Vipramunire ;  for  in  those  cases  they  are  considered  as  civilly 

dead,  and  therefore  incapable  of  possessing  any  real  property. 

36.  Aliens,  that  is,  persons  born  out  of  the  dominions  of  the  i  Ids**  2-  b. 

Tit.  29.  c.  2. 

crown  of  England,  except  the  children  and  grand-children  of 
natural  born  subjects,  are  incapable  of  holding  freehold  estates 
for  their  own  benefit ;  unless  they  are  naturalized  by  act  of  par- 
ment,  or  made  denizens  by  the  king's  lettera  patent. 

37.  Bodies  corporate,  whether  sole  or  aggregate,  ecclesiastical  Tit.  32.  c.  2. 
or  lay,  may  hold  those  freehold  estates  that  have  been  transmit- 
ted to  them  by  their  predecessors.    They  are  however  prohibited 

by  several  ancient  and  modern  laws,  usually  called  the  statutes 

of  mortmain,  from  purchasing  more  lands,  without  a  licence  from 

the  crown.    But  the  power  of  suspending  statutes  by  regal  iinst.  99.a. 

authority  only,  being  declared  illegal  at  the  Revolution,  it  was 

deemed  prudent  to  give  a  parliamentary  sanction  to  licences  in 

mortmain.    This  was  done  by  the  statute  7  8c  8.  Wm.  3.  c,  37. 

by  which  it  was  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  king, 

his  heirs  and  successors,  to  grant  to  any  person  or  persons, 

bodies  politic  or  corporate,  their  heirs  and  successors,  licences  to 


54  rukL     EMmU  m  Ptt  Sia^k.  «. 37—40. 

Tit.32.c2.      alieo  in  »nrt«itm,«Dddbo  to  fwiiliag,  acqme.take,andliotd 

in  mottnain,  in  pqpetnity  or  otherwiae,  any  lands,  tenementa, 
0^  1^  ^  ^  TOitSy  or  hereditaucDta  whalaucfci,  [So  that  ahlioii^  the  capa* 
^^'J^'J^  city  to  poichaae  is  at  mmmnn  fanr  incident  to  lay  oorporatioDa, 
17.  blcmb.     yet  it  seems  to  be  now  settled  that  they  nrast  have  a  license  from 

479   Cms.  Die 

lb.F.<i8.>       theCroirnbefiMe  they  can  exeft  that  capacity  to  pnrchase.  And 

j,^^'        having  this  capacity  to  take,  it  nonld  seem  that  corporattons, 

being  absoliitdy  entitled,  have  an  incident  power  of  alienation.] 

1  Jikst.99.a.         39^  It  pras  fonneily  the  practice,  befixe  a  licence  of  mortmain 

was  granted,  to  sne  out  a  writ  of  fmod  dammmw^  in  order  to  a»> 
certain  whether  soch  a  licence  woold  be  prejodicial  to  the  king 
or  others.  Bnt  Mr.  Haigtave  says  he  was  well  informed  that 
writs  of  this  kind  had  not  been  nsoal  on  granting  mortmain 
licences  since  the  statute  7  &  8  Wm. 

EftUtaiafw         39.  Estates  of  freehold  areeither  estates  of  inheritance,  or  not 

""^^  of  inheritance.     The  fiwmer  are  again  divided  into  inheritances 

absolute,  or  fee  simple ;  and  inheritances  limited ;  one  species 
of  which  is  called  fee  tail. 

"Tenant  in  fee  simple  (says  Littleton,  s.  1.)  is  he  which  hath 
lands  or  tenements  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever.  And 
it  is  called  in  lAtin  feodum  stmpkz  ;  for  feodum  is  the  same  that 
inheritance  is,  and  nmp/ex  is  as  much  as  to  say  lawful,  or  pure ; 
and  BO  feodum  simplex  signifies  a  lawful  or  pure  inheritanoe. 

Wi%bt  149.  40.  Littleton  has  been  censured  for  annexing  an  improper 

meaning  to  the  word  feodum  in  his  definition ;  and  it  has  been 
contended  that  that  word  signifies  land  hdden  of  a  superior  lord 
by  military  or  other  services.  But  although  this  was  certainly 
the  original  meaning  of  the  word  ;  yet  when  the  feudal  law  was 
fully  established  here,  and  it  was  universally  acknowledged  that 
all  the  lands  in  England  were  held  mediately  or  immediately  of 
the  crown,  the  word  feodum,  or  fee,  became  generally  used  to 

308,  ly.  denote  the  quantity  of  estate  or  interest  in  the  land.  Thus  it  ap- 

pears from  Bracton,  that  the  word  feodum  was  then  often  used 
in  both  these  senses.  Ei  sciendum  quod  feodum  est  id  quod  guis 
tenet,  ex  quacunque  causa,  sibi  et  hteredUms  suis.  Item  didtur feo- 
dum alio  modo  gus  qui  aKum  feoffat,  et  quod  quis  tenet  ab  abo:  ut 
si  sit  qui  dicat,  Talis  tenet  de  me  tot  feoda  per  servitium  militare. 
And  it  is  evidently  for  the  purpose  of  denoting  the  quantity  of 
interest,  that  the  wordfeodum  is  used  in  pleading  an  inheritance 
in  the  king,  viz.  Rex  seisitus  fuit  in  dominico  suo  ut  de  fendo  ; 
where  the  word  feodum  cannot  possibly  import  an  estate  holdeo^ 
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the  kiog  not  holding  of  any  superior  lord,  but  merely  denoteB  an 
inheritance. 

41.  An  estate  in  fee  simple  is  the  entire  and  absolute  interest 
and  property  in  the  land ;  from  which  it  follows  that  no  one  can 
have  a  greater  estate.  So  that  whenever  a  person  grants  an  es- 
tate in  fee  simple,  he  cannot  make  any  farther  disposition  of  it, 
because  he  hft9  already  granted  away  the  whole  interest ;  con- 
sequently nothing  remains  in  him.  An  estate  in  fee  simple  may, 
however,  be  granted  on  condition ;  and  in  devises  by  will,  and 
deeds  deriving  their  effect  from  the  statute  of  uses,  an  estate  in 
fee  simple  may  be  rendered  defeasible  on  the  happening  of  some 
future  event, 

42.  Tenant  in  fee  simple  is  the  absolute  master  of  all  houses 
and  other  buildings  erected  on  the  land,  as  also  of  all  timber 
growing  thereon,  for  trees  are  considered  as  parcel  of  the  inheri- 
tance ;  and  the  law  does  not  favour  the  severance  of  them  from 
the  freehold,  because  they  would  be  thereby  wasted  and  destroyed. 

He  is  also  entitied  to  all  mines  of  metal,  except  gold  and  silver ;  Ante.n.  3. 
and  to  dig  up  and  dispose  of  all  minerals  and  fossils  which  are  ^^][2(.  19!* 
under  the  land. 

43.  We  have  seen  that  the  law  requires  the  freehold  should  AbeyanoooftlM 
never,  if  possible,  be  in  abeyance:  but  where  there  is  a  tenant 

of  the  freehold,  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple  may 
exist  for  a  time  without  any  particular  owner,  in  which  case  it  is 
said  to  be  in  abeyance*  Thus,  if  an  estate  be  limited  to  A.  for  1  intt.  342.  a. 
life,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  B.,  the  fee  simple  is  in  abey- 
ance (f)  during  the  life  of  B.,  because  it  is  a  maxim  of  law  that 
nemo  est  hares  viceniis. 

44.  The  law,  however,  does  not  favour  the  abeyance  of  the 
fee  simple,  for  in  that  case  many  operations  are  suspended.  The 
particular  tenant  or  person  in  possession  of  the  freehold  is  ren<- 

dered  dispunishable,  at  law,  for  waste  ;   for  a  writ  of  waste  can  jit.  2.  c.  2. 

only  be  brought  by  one  entitled  to  the  fee  simple.    The  title,  if 

attacked,  could  not  formerly  be  completely  defended ;   for  there 

was  no  person  in  being  whom  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  could 

pray  in  aid  to  support  his  right.     Nor  could  the  mere  right  itself 

if  subsisting  in  a  stranger,  be  recovered  in  this  interval ;  for  in  a 

writ  of  right  patent,  a  tenant  for  life  could  not  join  the  raise  on 

(/)  That  is  th«  contiDgeat  remtinder  id  fee  it  io  expectation  as  Lord  Coke  expresses 
U,  but  the  reversion  in  fee  is  not  in  abeyance  but  results  to  the  granlor  until  the  con- 
tingency. 
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the  mere  right  And  in  modern  times  the  Courts  do  not  favour  the 

abeyance  of  the  fee  simple,  because  it  operates  as  a  restraint  on 

alienation. 

All  other  estates      ^^'  All  inferior  estates  and  interests  in  land  are  derived  out  of 

merge  m  the  fee.  ^jj^  f^  simple ;  therefore,  whenever  a  particolar  estate,  or  limited 

interest  in  land,  vests  in  the  person  who  has  the  fee  simple  of  the 
same  land,  such  particular  estate  or  limited  interest  becomes 
immediately  drowned  or  merged  in  it,  upon  the  principle  that 
omne  mqfvs  continet  in  se  minus,  (f) 
2  P.  Wins.  604.      4g^  Where  a  sum  of  money  is  charged  upon  a  real  estate, 

which  estate  comes  to  the  person  entitled  to  the  money,  if  in  fee, 
the  charge  is  merged ;  and  where  the  money  is  secured  by  a  term 
DoDistborpe  v.    for  years,  or  other  legal  estate,  in  a  third  person,  there  the  charge 
162.  '  is  also  merged,  except  where  creditors  are  concerned  ;  or  where 

39  MeiUr,  ^^^  person  becoming  entitled  to  the  charge  is  an  infant,  and  dies 
infra.  during  his  minority,  having _by  will  disposed  of  the  charge. 

'^umMMv.  47,  A  term  of  five  hundred  years  was  vested  in  trustees  to  se- 

Kemeyt,2  •         t        • 

Vem. 348.  cure  a  daughters  portion,  payable  at  eighteen,  or  mamage. 
PadiameoT*  ^  ^^  ^^  simple  of  the  estate  descended  to  the  daughter,  who 
P  ^'  u  M  -  ^'*^^^^^^^  d^^  ^^  infant,  about  eighteen ;  having  made  a  nun- 
no,  2  Vem.  90.  cupative  will,  which  was  good  as  to  personal  estate,  whereby  she 
Wiiies,  Amb.  deviled  all  in  her  power  to  her  mother.  It  was  decreed  by  Lord 
l^nutborpe  v  S^™®™  ^^^^  ^^^^  portion  was  not  merged,  but  should  go  to  the 
Porter  2  Ed.  mother.  And  the  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 
locideou  to  ^'  '^^^  ^^^  ^^^  annexed  to  every  estate  and  interest  in  lands, 

ertatM  in  fee       tenements,  and  hereditaments,  certain  peculiar  incidents,  rights, 

and  privileges,  which  in  general  are  so  inseparably  attached  to 

those  estates,  that  they  cannot  be  restrained  by  any  proviso  or 

condition  whatever. 
Alienable.  49.  Of  the  several  incidents  inseparably  annexed  to  an  estate 

in  fee  simple,  the  first  is  a  power  of  alienation.    Any  general 
Doe  r.  PeanoD,  restriction,  therefore  of  this  power,  annexed  to  the  creation  of  an 

Tit  3fl  c  9 

estate  in  fee  simple,  is  absolutely  void,  and  of  no  efiect 

50.  This  unlimited  power  of  alienation  comprises  in  itself  all 
inferior  powers ;  so  that  a  tenant  in  fee  simple  may  create  any 

(f)  There  is  oneexceptioo  to  this  rale  in  the  case  of  estates  tail.  Vids  tn/ro.  Tit.  2« 
c.  1 :  [also  in  the  instance  of  a  base  fee  vesting  in  the  person  seised  of  the  immediate 
reversion  in  fee ;  for  by  the  39th  section  of  the  statute  3  &  4  WiU.  4.  c«  74.,  it  is  enacted 
that  the  base  fee  shall  not  merge  but  be  enlarged  to  as  large  an  estate  as  the  tenant  in 
tail  could  acquire  by  any  disposition  nnder  the  act.] 


A      '«/• 
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inferior  estate  or  iQterest  out  of  his  own.    Therefore  a  custom  Sf^^'J'/fH®' 

Dyer  357.  b. 

that  a  tenant  in  fee  simple  cannot  demise  his  lands  for  more  than 

six  years  is  void,  because  it  is  contrary  to  the  freedom  of  the 

estate  of  one  who  hath  a  fee  simple.    [If  the  tenant  in  fee  simple 

does  not  alienate  his  estate  during  his  life,  he  has  the  absolute 

power  of  testamentary  disposition  by  a  will  duly  executed  «c» 

cording  -to-the-- solemnities  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  Tit.  38.  c.  5.  '    * 

-29Car.2.cX  ••^• 

61.  If  the  tenant  in  fee  simple  dies  intestate,  the]  estate  will  Dooendibk  to 
descend  to  the  heirs  general  of  the  person  who  waslast  seised  xiu  29!^3.' 
thereof,  whether  male  or  female,  lineal,  or  collateral.    And  it  is         c  y\ 
for  this  reason  that  the  word  simple  is  added  to  the  word  fee,     -n     /,  « ^ 
importing  an  absolute  inheritance,  clear  of  any  condition,  limi-  ^ 
tation,  or  restriction  to  particular  heirs ;  in  contradistinction  to 

another  class  of  estates  of  inheritance,  which  are  only  descend- 
ible to  some  particular  heirs,  of  which  an  account  will  be  given 
in  the  next  Title. 

62.  Estates  in  fee  simple  [in  possession]  are  subject  to  the  Subject  to 
curtesy  of  the  husband  and  the  dower  of  the  wife,  which  will  be  dower. 
noticed  under  those  respective  Titles. 

63.  [Estates  of  which  a  person  died  seised  in  fee  simple  and  Liable  to  debts. 
which  descended  upon  the  heir,  were  at  common  law  liable  in  the  ptoSS.'^ifgf^*' 
hands  of  the  heir  to  the  payment  of  all  debts  of  the  ancestor  by  Buddey  v. 

•    •'  ^    NigbUDgale, 

specialty,  but  if  he  aliened  before  the  action  was  brought  the  ere-  i  sira.  665. 
ditOT  was  without  remedy :  and  where  the  person  so  dying  seised, 
was  indebted  by  bond  or  other  specialty,  and  devised  the  estate, 
the  creditor  had  no  remedy  against  the  devisee.  The  statute  of 
3  &  4  Will,  and  Mary,  c.  14.  made  perpetual  by  the  6  &  7  Will. 
3.  c.  14.  gave  the  creditor  ^'by  bond  or  other  specialty"  a 
remedy  against  the  heir  and  devisee  jointly,  and  if  the  heir 
aliened  before  action  brought  he  was  liable  to  the  amount  of  the 
value  of  the  land:  but  the  lands  bon&Jide  aliened  by  the  heir 
before  action  brought,  were  not  liable  to  the  debts. 

By  the  above  act  no  remedy  was  given  to  the  creditor  against 
the  devisee  alone,  if  there  were  no  heir ;  and  it  was  held  that  Wilson  v. 
the  act  only  applied  to  specialties  on  which  an  action  of  debt  lies,  ^^^  l^^ 
such  as  bond  debts  or  covenants  for  the  payment  of  sums  certain, 
but  not  for  damages  for  breaches  of  covenants  or  contracts  under 
seal. 

64.  The  late  act  of  1 1  Geo.  4.  and  1  Will.  4.  c.  47.  repeals  the 
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above  aots»  and  remedies  the  defects  befoie  meDtioned,  operating 
upon  the  wills  made  or  to  be  made  of  all  persons  in  being  at  the 
passing  of  the  act,  and  upon  all  wills  thereafter  to  be  made  by 
any  person  whomsoerer.  The  act  (section  2.)  makes  dsTises  of 
real  estate  void  as  against  the  specialty  creditors  by  bond,  cove- 
nant, or  otherwise ;  and  by  section  3.  gives  them  a  remedy  by 
actions  of  debt  or  covenant  against  the  heir  and  devisee,  or  the 
devisee  of  such  first  named  devisee;  and  (section  4.)  if  there  be 
no  heir  then  against  the  devisee:  section  6.  makes  the  heir 
liable  to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  lands  if  he  alien  before 
action  brought  But  lands  bon&  fide  aliened  before  such  actioa 
are  not  liable  to  the  debts  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser :  aectioa 
8.  gives  similar  remedies  against  the  devisee  if  he  alien  before 
action  brought* 


Gott  0.  At-  The  5th  section  protects  from  the  operation  of  the  act 

kinaon,  Willet, 

62i.MiUerv.  tious  and  deviscs  of  real  estate  for  the  payment  of  debts,  or 
4&^VLa^^!^^'  portions  for  children  in  pursuance  of  marriage  contracts  bona 
c^^^^*^  ./idr  made  before  marriage,  and  is  nearly  a  re-enactment  of  the  3 
Baii€y  v.  Ekint,  Will,  and  Mary,  c.  14.  s.  4. 

7  v«s  319 

55.  Until  the  recent  statute  3  &  4  WilL  4.  c.  104.  estates  in 
fee  simple  were  not  in  general  liable  to  the  payment  of  simple 
contract  debts ;  a  doctrine  not  very  consonant  to  natural  justice. 
By  the  statute  1  &  2  Wilh  4.  c.  56.  s.  22.  25.  26.  in  part  repeal- 
ing the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  when  a  person  is  declared  a  bankrupt 
full  power  is  given  to  the  assignees  (in  whom  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  vests  by  operation  of  the  act)  to  dispose  of  all  his 
lands.  The  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  55.  56.  empowers 
the  commissioners  to  dispose  of  the  bankrupt's  estates  tail  to  a 
purchaser,  and  in  part  repeals  the  6  Geo.  4.  and  I  &  2  WilL  4. 
c  66.  Vid.  infri.  Tit.  II.  c.  2.  s.  40—44.] 

56.  Formerly  where  a  trader  died  before  he  was  declared  a 
bankrupt,  his  real  estate  was  not  liable  to  his  simple  contract 
debts.  But  by  the  statute  1  Will.  4.  c.  47.  s.  9.  repealing  47 
Geo.  III.  sees.  2.  c.  74.,  it  is  enacted,  ''  that  when  any  person, 
being  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  trader  within  the  bankrupt 
laws,  shall  die  seised  of,  or  entitled  to,  any  real  estate,  which  he 
shall  not  by  his  last  will  have  charged  with  the  payment  of  his 
debts;  and  which  would  have  been  assets  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts  due  on  any  specialty,  in  which  the  heirs  were  bound ;  the 
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same  shall  be  assets,  to  be  administered  in  courts  of  equity  for 
the  payment  of  all  the  just  debts  of  suoh  person,  as  well  debts 
due  on  simple  contract  as  on  specialty :  provided  that  all  credi- 
tors by  specialty  shall  be  paid  the  full  amount  of  their  debts 
before  any  creditors  by  simple  contract,  or  by  specialty^  in 
which  the  heirs  are  not  bound,  shall  be  paid  any  part  of  their 
demands." 

57.  [And  now  by  the  recent  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  104. 
freehold  and  copyhold  estates  in  all  cases  are  made  assets  for  the 
payment  of  simple  contract  as  well  as  specialty  debts.  By  that 
statute  it  is  enacted  that  after  the  passing  of  the  act  (29tb 
August  1833)  when  any  person  shall  die  seised  of  or  entitled  to 
any  estate  or  interest  in  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments, 
corporeal  or  incorporeal,  or  other  real  estate,  whether  freehold, 
customaryhold,  or  copyhold,  which  he  shall  not  by  his  last  will 
have  charged  with  or  devised  subject  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  the  same  shall  be  assets  to  be  administered  in  courts  of 
equity  for  the  payment  of  the  just  debts  of  such  persons,  as  well 
debts  due  on  simple  contract,  as  on  specialty ;  and  that  the  heir 
at  law,  customary  heir,  or  devisee  of  such  debtor  shall  be  liable 
to  all  the  same  suits  in  equity  at  the  suit  of  any  of  the  creditors 
of  such  debtor,  whether  creditors  by  simple  contract  or  by  spe* 
cialty,  as  the  heir  at  law  or  devisee  of  any  person  who  died 
seised  of  ireehoU  estates  was  before  the  passing  of  the  act  liable 
to,  in  respect  of  such  freehold  estates  at  the  suit  of  creditors  by 
specialty,  in  which  the  heirs  were  bound  :  And  it  is  provided 
that  in  the  administration  of  assets  by  courts  of  equity,  nnder 
the  act,  all  creditors  by  specialty  in  which  the  heirs  are  bound, 
shall  be  paid  the  full  amount  of  the  debts  due  to  them,  before 
any  of  the  creditors  by  simple  contract  or  by  specialty  in  which 
the  heirs  are  not  bound  shall  be  paid  any  part  of  their  de- 
mands.] (g) 

58.  The  personal  estate  is,  however,  the  first  and  immediate  Ancastert;. 

fund  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  and  though  a  person  charge  his  |  Sto^'r.  454. 

real  estate,  by  his  will,  with  the  payment  of  his  debts,  yet  that  Burton  v. 

does  not  exempt  the  personal  estate  from  being  first  applied  for  v«.  J.  107. 

that  purpose^  unless  the  testator  expressly  exonerate  it  Pro^^,  ib. 

111. 

l(ff)  See  as  to  the  limitation  of  actions  for  debts  of  specialty,  6cc.  statute  3  &  4  1  Cox's  R.  185. 

WiU.  4.  c.  42.  s.  3.]  ^^  f:  ^\«il- 

•*  dell,  1  Mer.l93. 

19  Yes.  494. 
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Stei^eMon  59.  ]gyen  a  testamentary  disposition  of  all  the  personal  estate 

1  EdeoSS.  '     will  not  exempt  it  from  being  applied  in  payment  of  debts.    For 

a  court  of  equity  will  suppose  the  intention  of  the  Cestator  to 
have  been,  that  only  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  after  pay- 
ment of  debts,  should  go  to  the  legatees,  unless  a  contrary  inten- 
tion evidently  appears. 
Of  Crown  60.  By  the  common  law  the  king  was  entitled  to  have  execa- 

2  Inst!  19.  tion  of  the  body,  goods  and  lands  of  his  debtor,  by  virtue  of  his 
Attomw'  Gene-  '^y'^^  prerogative.  By  the  eighth  chapter  of  Magna  Charta  it 
rai  V.  Resby»      ^as  declared  that  the  kind's  bailiffs  should  not  seize  any  lands 

'  ^  or  rent  for  debt,  as  long  as  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  debtor 
sufficed.  Nos  vero  nee  ballivi  nostri  non  seisiemus  terram  aliquam 
vel  redditumj  pro  debito  aliquo,  quamdiu  cataUa  debitoris  prasentia 
sufficiunt,  et  ipse  debitor  paratus  sit  satisfacere.  And  Lord  Coke 
observes  that  this  was  an  Act  of  Grace,  restraining  the  power 
which  the  king  had  before. 

61.  If  the  goods  and  chattels  are  not  sufficient,  his  real 

estates  become  liable  to  the  payment  of  all  the  debts  due  to  the 

crown :  for,  where  the  debt  is  of  record,  or  by  specialty,  the 

process  is  by  writ  of  extent,  returnable  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 

2  Inst.  19.        quer ;  by  which  the  sheriff  is  directed  to  enquire,  by  the  oaths  of 

lawful  men,  what  lands  and  tenements  the  debtor  had  at  th^ 

time  of  the  debt  contracted.    And  if  the  debt  arises  on  simple 

4Tenn.R.408.  contract,  the  practice  of  the  exchequer  is,  on  affidavit  of  the 

debt,  to  direct  a  commission  to  enquire  of  it ;  and  on  inquisition 

returned,  the  debt  is  recorded,  and  an  extent  issues. 

Favcrs  case.  62.  Where  the  king's  debtor  dies,  the  crown  may,  notwith- 

224. b.    *  '      standing,  seize  his  lands  and  goods.     It  is  said  by.  Fanshawe, 

An.  Sav.  53.      remembrancer  of  the  queen  that,  after  the  death  of  any  debtor 

to  the  crown,  process  shall  issue  against  the  executor,  the  heir, 

Rexv.Mitcbe-  and  the  terre-tenants  altogether.    And  in  a  modem  case  the 

'     °  '      '  Court  of  Exchequer  said,  that  whenever  an  extent  might  ha^e 

issued   in  a  man's  life-time,  a  writ  of  diem  ciausit  extremum 

may  issue  against  the  estate  of  a  simple  contract  creditor,  where 

such  debt  was  found  by  inquisition  ;  though  the  person  was  not 

the  king's  debtor  by  record  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

How  contracted.      63.  It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  any  contract  with 

Plowd.321.       (;ije  king  to  make  a  person  a  crown  debtor.     For  it  was  resolved 

in  2  Eliz.  that  if  any  money,  goods,  or  chattels  of  the  king  come 
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to  the  hands  of  a  subject,  by  matter  of  recohl,  or  by  matter  ia 
fait,  the  land  of  such  subject  is  charged  therewith. 

64.  Sir  Walter  Mildmay  had  received  annually  out  of  the  Doddington'i 

.  -  caie,  Cro*  £liz« 

Exchequer,  60/.  as  a  fee  for  his  diet,  for  thirty  years  together;  545. 
which  was  paid  by  the  command  of  the  lord  treasurer,  who  had 
authority  by  privy  seal  to  make  allowance  and  payment  of  all 
fees  and  dues :  but  in  truth  this  was  not  any  fee.  The  question 
was,  whether  Sir  Walter's  executor  should  be  charged  with  these 
sums  so  received.  It  was  adjudged  that  he  should  be  charged  ; 
for  this  payment,  by  the  appointment  of  the  lord  treasurer,  was 
not  allowable,  the  privy  seal  not  being  an  authority  to  dispose 
of  the  queen's  treasure,  unless  where  it  was  due.  And  he  dis* 
posing  of  it  otherwise  was  out  of  his  authority ;  therefore  the 
money  so  paid  was  a  debt  due  to  the  crown. 

65»  The  Earl  of  Devon  being  Master  of  the  Ordnance,  ob-  Earl  of  Devon's 
tained  of  King  James  I.  a  privy  seal,  authorising  him  to  take  and  ^*^'  ^' 
sell  broken  and  unserviceable  iron  ordnance,  the  same  having 
theretofore  been  taken  and  enjoyed  by  the  Masters  of  the  Ord- 
nance :  by  virtue  of  which  the  earl  took  several  pieces  of  iron 
ordnance,  and  sold  them  for  his  own  use.  The  question  was, 
whether  the  earl's  executors  might  be  charged  to  the  king  for  the 
conversion  of  the  said  ordnance. 

It  was  resolved  that  the  privy  seal,  being  made  on  a  false  sug- 
gestion, was  void :  therefore  that  the  earl's  executors  were  bound 
to  account  with  the  crown  for  the  broken  ordnance. 

66.  In  a  modem  case  it  was  held  that  land  tax  money  in  the  Branay  v. 
hands  of  the  collector  was  a  crown  debt.  2  sm.  978. 

67.  It  is  said  in  Doddington's  case,  that  the  party  receiving  Anu,  s.  63, 
must  know  it  to  be  the  king's  money ;  for  if  a  person  sells  land 

to  a  receiver  of  the  king,  who  pays  him  for  it  with  the  king's 
money,  and  the  vendor  is  not  privy  to  it,  he  shall  not  be 
answerable. 

68.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  says,  all  debts  due  to  the  king  Bind  the  lands 
are  a  lien  on  the  lands  of  the  debtor,  from  the  time  when  they  tncted. 
were  contracted  ;  for  the  debts  that  were  of  record  always  bound  ^*26.*'''*^''* 
the  lands  of  the  debtor,  and  the  specialty  debts  by  the  stat.  23 

H.  8.  c.  6.  bind  as  a  statute  staple.  Therefore,  if  a  person  becomes  Tiu  14&  32. 
bound  to  the  king  in  a  bond,  and  process  is  issued  on  it,  the  writ 
warrants  the  sheriff  to  enquire  of  and  seize  the  lands  of  the 
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debtor,  which  he  had  oo  the  day  when  the  bond  wai  execated. 
But  if  a  bond  be  aisigned  to  the  king,  the  process  shall  not  be  to 
enquire  of  and  aetze  the  lands  which  the  obligor  had  when  he 
entered  into  the  bond,  bat  only  the  lands  which  the  obligor  had 
when  the  bond  was  assigned. 

69.  By  the  statute  13  Bliz.  c.  4.  s.  1.  it  is  enacted,  that  all 
the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  which  any  treasurer 
or  receiver  of  the  courts  of  exchequer,  or  duchy  of  Ijancaster^ 
treasurer  of  the  chamber,  cofferer  of  the  household,  treasurer  for 
the  wars,  or  of  the  admiralty  or  navy,  or  the  mint,  receiver  of  any 
sums  of  money  imprest,  or  otherwise,  for  the  use  of  the  queen, 
her  heirs  or  successors,  customer,  collector,  or  farmer  of  the  cus- 
toms within  any  port  of  the  realm,  receiver  general  of  the  re- 
venues of  any  county  or  counties,  answerable  in  the  receipt  of  the 
exchequer,  or  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  hath,  while  he  remains 
accountant,  shall,  for  the  payment  of  the  queen,  her  heirs  or  suc- 
cessors, be  liable  and  put  in  execution,  in  like  manner  as  if  the 
same  treasurer,  receiver,  &c.  had,  the  day  he  became  first  officer 
or  accountant,  stood  bound  by  writing  obligatory,  having  the 
effect  of  a  statute  staple,  to  her  majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors, 
for  payment  of  the  same. 
Into  whote  70.  Where  lands  are  once  liable  to  a  crown  debt,  the  lien  con- 

handi  loever 

they  pass.  tinucs,  into  whosc  hands  soever  they  pass ;   even  though  con- 

veyed by  the  debtor  bonA  fide  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consi- 

2  lu>ll.Ab.  156.  deration.    Thus  it  is  said  in  Roll's  Ab.  That  if  a  man  becomes 
pi.  1. 

debtor  to  the  king,  being  seised  of  land  in  fee,  and  after  aliens 

the  land,  yet  it  may  be  put  in  execution ;  though  the  alienation 

^'27''^ ^      ^''^^  before  any  action  commenced ;  for  it  relates  to  the  time 

when  he  became  indebted  to  the  king,  and  after. 
How  dis<  7L  The  only  proper  and  legal  discharge  of  a  debt  due  to  the 

c  argea.  cTowu  is  an  acquittance  from  the  officers  of  the  exchequer,  which 

is  usually  called  a  quietus,  because  it  generally  concluded  with 
Poole  V.  Sher-  these  words, — abinde  recesdt  quietus.  And  by  the  atat.  27  Eliz. 
g^.  1  Cox.  R*  ^^  g  j^  jg  enacted.  That  if  an  accountant  or  debtor  to  the  crown 
Vid^Tii.  14.      obtains  a  quietus  in  his  lifetime,  his  lands  shall  not  be  sold  after 

his  death. 

72.  [The  Stat.  1  and  2  Geo.  4.  c.  121.  sec.  10.  provides.  That 
when  the  estate  of  an  accountant  to  the  crown  is  sold  under  an 
extent  or  decree  of  the  Courts  of  Chancery  or  Exchequer,  and 
the  purchaser  pays  his   money  into  the  Exchequer,  from  the 
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entry  of  such  payment  by  the  commissioners  for  auditing  pub- 
lic accounts^  the  purchaser  his  heirs  and  assigns  shall  be  wholly 
discharged  from  all  further  claims  by  the  orown^  although  the 
money  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  discharge  the  whole  debt  In  this 
particular  case  the  estate  would  be  exonerated  although  the  crown 
debtor  should  not  obtain  his  quietus* 

73.  By  the  9  Geo.  3.  c.  16.  called  the  Nullum  Ten^us  Act,  u  Easts  Rep. 
the  crown  is  disabled  from  suing  for  the  recovery  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  where  its  right  shall  not  have 

accrued  within  a  period  of  sixty  years  next  before.  The  recent 
statute  of  limitations  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c  27.  does  not  appear  to 
affect  remedies  of  the  crown  against  the  crown  debtor.] 

74.  Estates  in  fee  simple  are  forfeited  to  the  crown  by  attain^  Etutes  in  fee 
der  of  treason ;  and  the  lands  whereof  a  person  so  attainted  dies  treason!  &c. 
seised  in  fee  simple  become  vested  in  the  crown,  without  any 

office ;  because  they  cannot  descend  on  account  of  the  corruption  2  Hawk.  p.  c. 
of  blood  of  the  person  last  seised ;  and  the  freehold  shall  not  be  <^«  ^-  ^  i* 
in  abeyance. 

75.  This  forfeiture  relates  backwards  to  the  time  when  the  1  inst.  390.  b. 
crime  was  committed,  so  as  to  avoid  all  intermediate  sales  and 
incumbrances,  but  not  those  made  before. 

76.  In  cases  of  petty  treason  and  felony,  the  estate  is  only  for-  1  Hale  P.  c 
felted  to  the  crown  for  a  year  and  a  day,  which  was  formerly  i  ggu^,  35, 
called  the  annum  diem  et  vastum.    After  that  period,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  corruption  of  blood,  it  escheats  [in  the  cases  of  petty  Tit.  30. 
treason  and  murder]  to  the  lord  of  whom  it  is  held. 

77.  [By  the  stat.  64  Geo.  3.  c.  145.  no  attainder  for  felony, 
save  and  except  in  cases  of  the  crime  of  high  treason,  or  of  the 
crimes  of  petit  treason  or  murder,  or  of  abetting,  procuring,  or 
counselling  the  same,  shall  extend  to  the  disinheriting  of  any 
heir,  nor  to  the  prejudice  of  the  right  or  title  of  any  person  or 
persons,  other  than  the  right  or  title  of  the  offender  or  offenders, 
during  his,  her,  or  their  natural  lives  only ;  and  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  to  every  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  right  or  interest 
of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  after  the  death  of  any 
such  offender  or  offenders,  should  or  might  have  appertained,  if 
no  such  attainder  had  been,  to  enter  into  the  same.'^ 

78.  It  would  appear  that  this  act  leaves  the  offender  the  power 
of  disposing  of  his  estate  in  reveru(m  expectant  upon  his 
decease. 


64 

Tit.  12.  c.  2. 
s.  25—28. 

And  for  Dis- 
claimer. 
Dissert,  c.  1. 
&•  76. 

1  lost.  102.  a. 

Booth.  R.  Act. 

133. 

3  Leon.  271. 


Qttali6ed  Feet. 
I  Inst.  1  b. 


1  Inst.  27.  a. 


Id.  n.  6. 


1  Rep.  137.  b. 


Wellington  v. 
Wellington* 
lBla.Rep.645. 
S.  C.4.Bur. 
2165.  See  also 
Gibeon  v.  Lord 
Montfoit,  I  Ves. 
485. 


I^k  I.    Eiiaie  in  Fee  Simpk.  $.  79— 84» 

79.  Trust  estates  in  fee  simple  are  forfeited  to  the  crown  for 
treason*  but  they  do  not  escheat  to  the  lord  for  felony.] 

80.  An  estate  in  fee  simple  is  still  so  far  considered  as  a  strict 
fend,  and  the  tenant  thereof  so  far  bound  to  perform  the  feudal 
duties  and  services,  that  if  he  disclaims  upon  record  to  hold  bis 
lands  of  his  lord,  it  will  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate ;  and 
the  lord  may  thereupon  have  a  writ  of  right  upon  a  disclaimer  (A) 
for  the  recovery  of  the  land.  But  if  the  lord  accepts  rent  from 
the  tenant  after  the  disclaimer,  he  will  be  thereby  barred  of  this 
writ. 

81.  ''  Of  fee  simple  (says  Lord  Coke)  it  is  commonly  holdea 
that  there  be  three  kinds,  viz.  fee  simple  absolute,  fee  simple 
conditional,  and  fee  simple  qualified,  ora  base  fee.  But  the  more 
genuine  and  apt  division  were  to  divide  fee,  that  is,  inheritance, 
into  three  parts,  viz.  simple  or  absolute,  conditional,  and  qualified 
or  base :  for  this  word  simple  properly  excludeth  both  conditions 
and  limitations  that  defeat  or  abridge  the  fee.'' 

82.  The  nature  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple  absolute  has  been 
already  explained.  But  where  an  estate  limited  to  a  person  and 
his  heirs  has  a  qualification  annexed  to  it,  by  which  it  it  is  pro* 
vided  that  it  must  determine  whenever  that  qualification  is  at  an 
end,  it  is  then  called  a  qualified  or  base  fee.  As  in  the  case  of  a 
grant  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  tenants  of  the  manor  of  Dale,  whenever 
the  heirs  of  A.  cease  to  be  tenants  of  that  manor,  their  estate  de- 
termines. 

83.  Lord  Hale  gives  the  following  instance  of  a  qualified  or 
base  fee.  King  Henry  IIL  dedit  manerium  de  Penrith  et  Sourby 
Alexandra,  regi  Scotia,  et  haredibus  suis,  regibus  ScatuB.  Alex- 
ander died,  not  leaving  any  heir  king  of  Scotland,  but  only 
daughters ;  et  edde  cauid.  King  Edward  L  recovered  seisin,  and 
the  coheirs  of  Alexander  were  excluded.  So  where  King  Edward 
IIL  gave  lands  to  the  Black  Prince,  and  to  his  heirs,  kings  of 
England,  it  was  held  that  the  grantee  had  a  qualified  fee ;  and 
having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  so  that  his  son  did  not 
then  become  king  of  England,  the  land  reverted. 

84.  In  a  modern  case  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  certified  to 
the  chancellor  that  a  devise  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  testator's  debts  and  legacies ;  and  after  payment 

(h)  [This  writ  abolished  after  the  firit  of  June,  1835,  by  slat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27. 
s.  36, 37,  38.] 
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thereof,  to  his  sister  for  life,  8cc.  gave  a  base  fee  to  the  trustees, 
determinable  on  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies. 

86.  Where  a  person  holds  his  estate  to  him  and  his  heirs,  as  lo  Rep.  97.  b. 
long  as  A.  B.  has  heirs  of  his  body ;  this  is  a  species  of  qualified 
or  base  fee ;  [it  occurs  vfhere  a  tenant  in  tail,  not  being  seised  of 
the  immediate  reversion  in  fee,  has  levied  a  tine  with  proclama- 
tions to  a  stranger  in  fee :  The  issue  under  the  entail  are  barred 
by  the  fine  of  their  ancestor  from  claiming  the  estate ;  and  the 
stranger  has  a  fee  so  long  as  there  are  issue  under  the  entail : 
by  this  process  the  character  of  the  estate  tail  is  changed  and 
becomes  a  qualified  or  base  fee  determinable  on  failure  of  the 
issue  under  the  entail :  it  was  until  the  late  act  of  3  &  4  Will. 
4.  c.  74.  s.  39.  capable  of  merger  by  union  with  the  ulti- 
mate reversion  in  fee,  which,  so  long  as  it  continued  an  estate 
tail,  could  not  have  taken  place.  Of  this  species  of  qualified  or 
base  fee  a  more  particular  account  will  be  given  in  the  next 
title.] 

86.  The  proprietor  of  a  qualified  or  base  fee  has  the  same  Plowd.557. 
lights  and  privileges  over  his  estate,  till  the  qualification  upon 
which  it  is  limited  is  at  an  end,  as  if  he  were  tenant  in  fee 
simple. 

With  respect  to  conditional  fees,  they  will  be  treated  of  in  the 
next  title. 
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TITLE  IL 
ESTATE  TAIL. 


CHAP.  I. 
Of  the  Origin  and  Nature  of  Estates  Tail. 

CHAP.  II. 

Of  the  Power  of  Tenant  in  Tail  over  his  Estate,  and  the  Modes 

of  Barring  it. 


CHAP.  I. 

Cff  the  Origin  and  Nature  of  Estates  TaiL 


Sect.    1.  Of  Conditunud  Fees, 
8.  Statute  De  DanU. 

12.  Deseriptitmqf  an  Estate  Tail. 

IS.  Tail  General  a$id  Special. 

14.  TaU  Male  und  Female. 

17.  Estates  in  Frank  Marriage, 

19.  Estates  Tail  are  htld  of  th£ 
Donor. 

8S.  How  Created. 
28.  What  may  be  entailed. 


Sect.  SO.  Whomay  beTenanU  inTml. 

51.  IncidenU  to  Estates  TaU, 
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Section  I. 

Of  conditional     DONATIONS  of  land  were  originally  simple  and  pure,  without 
^^^'  any  condition  or  modiBcation  annexed  to  them ;  and  the  estates 

created  by  such  donations  were  held  in  fee  simple.  In  course  of 
time  however  it  became  customary  to  make  donations  of  a  more 
limited  nature,  by  which  the  gift  was  restrained  to  some  parti- 
cular heirs  of  the  donee,  exclusive  of  others ;  as  to  the  heirs  of  a 
man's  body,  by  which  only  his  lineal  descendants  were  admitted. 
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in  exclusion  of  collateral  heirs ;  or  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body, 
in  exclusion  both  of  collateral  heirs^  and  lineal  female  heirs. 

2.  Thus  Bracton,  in  treating  of  donations,  says — item  sictU  Lib.  2.  c.  6 
ampliari  possunt  haredes,  skut  pradictum  est,  ita  eoarctari  poterunt 

per  modum  dunationis,  quod  omnes  haredes  generaUter  ad  succes- 
sionem  non  vocantur.  Modus  enim  hgem  dot  donationiy  et  modus 
tenendus  est  contra  jus  cotnmune,  et  contra  legem,  quia  modus  et 
conventio  vincunt  legem,  Ut  si  dicatur — Do  tali  tantam  terram 
cum  pertinentiis  in  N.  habendum  et  tenendum  sibi  et  hteredibus  suis, 
quos  de  carne  sua  et  uxore  sibi  desponsatd  procreatos  habuerit.  Vel 
sic — Do  tali,  et  tali  uxori  su4B,  vel  cum  tali  Jilia  med,  S^c.  haben- 
dum et  tenendum  sibi  et  hn^redibus  stUs,  de  carne  talis  uxoris,  vel 
filut  exeuntibuSf  vel  procreatis  vel  procreandis :  quo  casu  cum  certi 
haredes  exprimuntur  in  donatione,  videri  poterit  quod  tantum  sit 
descensus  ad  ipsos  haredes  communes  per  modum  in  donatione 
appositum;  omnibus  aliis  haredibus  suis  a  successione  penitus  Fleta, libs. 
exclusis,  quia  hoc  voluit  donator.  Bntton,c.36. 

3.  These  limited  donations  were  evidently  derived  from  the 
feudum  talUatum,  of  which  an  account  has  been  already  given»  Dissert,  c.  i. 

and  were  probably  introduced  into  England  about  the  end  of  the  ^^^* 
reign  of  King  Henry  II.  or  that  of  one  of  his  sons;  for  Glan- 
ville,  who  gives  a  very  minute  account  of  the  different  estates  in 
land  that  were  known  in  his  time,  makes  no  mention  of  limited 
donations ;  whereas  we  have  seen  that  Bracton  who  wrote 
in  the  reign  of  King  Henry  III.  has  given  a  full  description  of 
them. 

4.  As  the  proprietors  of  estates  held  in  fee  simple  had,  at  that 
period;  acquired  a  power  of  alienation,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  these  limited  donations  were  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
restraining  that  right.  But  the  general  propensity  which  then 
prevailed  to  favour  a  liberty  of  alienation  induced  the  courts  of 
justice  to  construe  limitations  of  this  kind  in  a  very  liberal  man- 
ner. Instead  of  declaring  that  these  estates  were  descendible  to 
those  heirs  only  who  were  particularly  described  in  the  grant, 
according  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the  donors,  and  the  strict 
principles  of  the  feudal  law ;  (a)  and  that  the  donees  should  not, 

(a)  Jus  feudale  non  solum  Ulliis  non  adversari,  aed  maxime  eis  favere  constat:  non 
solum  quod  nullas  foeminas  ad  snocessionem  admittet,  sed  multo  magis,  qaod  tenorem 
soccessionis  semper  seirandnm  jubeat;  hereditatemque  secundum  earn  deferendam 
•xprasse  jubeat.— Cw^,  Ub,  2. 7t(.  16.  $  3. 
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in  any  case,  be  enabled  by  their  alienation  to  defeat  the  Bocce»- 
sion  of  those  who  were  mentioned  in  the  gift,  or  the  donor's  right 
of  reverter ;  they  had  recourse  to  an  ingenious  device  taken  from 
the  nature  of  a  condition. 

6.  Now  it  is  a  maxim  of  the  common  law  that  when  a  condi- 
tion is  once  performed,  it  is  thenceforth  entirely  gone ;  and  the 
thing  to  which  it  was  before  annexed  becomes  absolute  and 
wholly  unconditional.  The  judges'  reasoning  upon  this  ground 
determined  that  these  estates  were  conditional  fees,  that  is,  were 
granted  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  upon  condition  that 
he  had  such  heirs ;  therefore  as  soon  as  the  donee  of  an  estate 
of  this  kind  had  issue  bom,  his  estate  became  absolute  by  the 
performance  of  the  condition ;  at  least  for  these  three  purposes. 

1.  To  enable  him  to  aUen  the  land,  and  thereby  to  bar,  not  only 
his  own  issue,  but  also  the  donor,  of  his  right  of  reverter. 

2.  To  subject  him  to  forfeit  the  estate  for  treason  or  felony; 
which  till  issue  bom  he  could  not  do,  for  any  longer  term  than 
that  of  his  own  life ;  lest  the  right  of  inheritance  of  the  issue, 
and  that  of  reverter  of  the  donor,  might  be  thereby  defeated. 

3.  To  enable  him  to  charge  the  lands  with  rents  and  other  in* 
cumbrances,  so  as  to  bind  his  issue. 

6.  The  donee  of  a  conditional  fee  might  also  alien  the  lands 
before  issue  had ;  nor  could  the  donor  have  entered  in  suck  a 
case,  because  that  would  have  been  contrary  to  his  own  dona* 
tion,  which  limited  the  lands  to  the  donor  and  his  issue.  And 
if  the  donee  had  issue,  born  after  the  alienation,  the  donor  was 

excluded  during  the  existence  of  such  issue.  The  issue  were 
also  bound  by  the  alienation  of  their  ancestor,  though  previous 
to  their  birth,  because  they  could  only  claim  in  the  character  of 
his  representatives ;  and  were  therefore  barred  by  his  acts.  But 
where  the  donee  of  a  conditional  fee  aliened  before  he  had  issue, 
such  alienation  did  not  bar  the  donor's  right  of  reverter,  when- 
ever there  happened  a  failure  of  issue ;  because  the  subsequent 
birth  of  issue  was  not  a  sufficient  performance  of  the  condition 
to  render  the  precedent  alienation  valid. 

.  7.  Where  the  person  to  whom  a  conditional  fee  was  granted 
had  issue,  and  suffered  it  to  descend  to  such  issue,  they  might 
alien  it ;  because  having  succeeded  by  descent  to  the  estate  of 
their  ancestor,  who  had  acquired  a  power  of  alienation  by  having 
issue,  they  took  the  estate  in  the  same  manner,  discharged  from 
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any  restraint  whatever.     But  if  the  issue  did  not  alien,  the  donor  i  insu  19.  a. 
would  still  be  entitled  to  his  right  of  reverter,  as  the  estate  would 
have  continued  subject  to  the  limitations  contained  in  the  ori- 
ginal donation. 

8.  From  this  mode  of  construin&c  conditiooal  fees,  the  pur-  Statute  dc 

«  J      Donis. 

poses  for  which  they  were  intended  were  completely  frustrated ; 
and  therefore  the  nobility,  in  order  to  perpetuate  their  posses- 
sions in  their  own  families,  procured  the  statute  of  Westm.  2. 
13  £dw.  I.  usually  called  the  statute  De  Donis  Conditionalibus^ 
to  be  made ;  which  after  reciting  the  right  of  alienation  assumed 
by  the  donees  of  conditional  fees,  enacts  [f*  That  the  will  of  the 
giver,  according  to  the  form  in  the  deed  of  gift  manifestly  ex- 
pressed should  be  observed,  so  that  they  to  whom  a  tenement 
was  so  given  under  condition,  should  not  have  power  to  alien 
the  same  tenement,  whereby  it  should  not  remain  after  the 
death  of  the  donees,  to  their  issue,  or  to  the  donor  or  his  heir  if 
issue  failed.''  (6)  ] 

9.  This  statute,  as  Lord  Mansfield  has  justly  observed,  only  i  Burr.  115. 
repeated  what  the  law  of  tenures  had  said  before,  that  the  tenor 

of  the  grant  should  be  observed ;  and  therefore  the  judges,  in 

the  construction  of  it,  held  that  where  an  estate  was  limited  to 

a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  donee  should  not  in  future  piowd.  248. 

have  a  conditional  fee,  but  divided  the  estates,  by  creating  a  ^  '****•  ^^' 

particular  estate  in  the  donee,  called  an  estate  tail  subject  to 

which  the  reversion  in  fee  remained  in  the  donor. 

10.  In  consequence  of  this  construction,  estates  thus  limited  idem. 
are  not  conditional ;  nor  is  the  right  of  entry  of  the  donor,  on  failure 

of  issue  of  the  donee,  considered  as  arising  from  a  breach  of  the 
condition,  but  as  a  right  of  reverter,  accruing  to  the  donor  on 
the  natural  expiration  of  the  estate  granted.  The  statute  re- 
jects the  erroneous  opinion  which  had  been  held  by  the  judges, 
that  a  donation  of  this  kind  created  a  conditional  fee ;  and  de- 
clares that  it  vests  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  donee,  and 
-some  particular  heirs  of  his,  to  whom  it  must  descend,  notwith- 

(6)  The  words  of  the  original  aie»  "  Dominus  rex  ttatuit  quod  volunttu  donaiorist 
secundum  fomutm  in  ehartd  doni  iui  manifette  expressam,  de  aetero  i^nervetur,  ita  quod 
uon  habeant  t/ii,  quiku»  Unemewtum  tic  fuit  datum  sub  conditione,  potettatcm  alicnattdi 
tenementum  sic  datum,  quo  minus,  ad  exitum  iUorum  quibus  tenementum  sic  fumit 
datum,  remaneat  post  eorum  obitum ;  vel  ad  donatorem,  vel  ad  ejus  lutredem,  si  exitus 
defidat,  revertatur  ;  per  hoe  quod  nuUus  sit  exitus  omnino;  iv/  si  aliquis  exiHu  fuerit, 
*t  per  mortem  defieiet,  luerede  de  eorpore  kufusmodi  exitus  deficiente** 
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standing  any  act  of  the  ancestor :  and  that  the  estate  of  the 
donor  is  a  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  that 
estate. 

1 1 .  The  statute  de  donis  was  made  in  the  reign  of  a  priacc 
who,  from  the  great  number  and  excellence  of  his  laws,  has 
justly  acquired  the  title  of  the  English  Justinian.  It  is  there- 
fore highly  probable  that  he  was  induced  by  some  motives  un- 
known to  modem  times  to  give  his  assent  to  a  law,  which  by 
allowing  the  nobility  to  entail  their  estates,  made  it  impossible 
to  diminish  the  property  of  the  great  families^  and  at  the  same 
time  left  them  all  means  of  increase  and  acquisition. 

12.  An  estate  tail  may  be  described  to  be  an  estate  of  inhe- 
ritance, deriving  its  existence  from  the  statute  De  Denis  Condi-' 
tionalibus;  which  is  descendible  to  some  particular  heirs  only  of 
the  person  to  whom  it  is  granted,  and  not  to  his  heirs  general.  It 
is  called  an  estate  tail,  or  a  fee  tail,  from  its  similarity  to  the  feodum 
talliatum,  which  appears  to  be  have  been  well  known  at  that 
time ;  as  it  is  mentioned  in  the  forty-sixth  chapter  of  this  sta- 
tute; where,  in  enumerating  several  kinds  of  estates,  it  is  said — 
ad  terminum  vita^  vel  annorum,  vel  per  feodum  talliatum"  And 
note  (says  Littleton,  s.  18.)  That  this  word  talliare  is  the  same  as 
to  set  to  some  certainty,  or  to  limit  to  some  certain  inheritance. 
And  for  that  it  is  limited  and  put  in  certain  what  issue  shall 
inherit  by  force  of  such  gifts,  and  how  long  the  inheritance  shall 
endure, it  is  called  in  Latin  —  '^Feodum  talliatum,  i.e.  Hareditas 
in  quandam  certitudinem  limitata" 

13.  Tenant  in  tail  is  in  two  manners ;  tenant  in  tail  general, 
and  tenant  in  tail  special.  Where  lands  are  given  to  a  man  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  without  any  farther  i^estriction,  it  is  an 
estate  in  tail  general ;  because,  how  often  soever  such  donee  in 
tail  be  married,  his  issue  by  every  such  marriage  is  capable  of 
inheriting  the  estate  tail.  But  if  the  gift  is  restrained  to  certain 
heirs  of  the  donee's  body,  exclusive  of  others,  as  where  lands 
are  given  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  on  Mary  his  pre- 
sent wife  to  be  begotten,  it  is  an  estate  in  tail  special ;  and  the 
issue  of  the  donee  by  any  other  wife  is  excluded. 

14.  If  lands  are  given  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
or  her  body,  this  is  called  an  estate  in  tail  male,  to  which  the 
heirs  female  are  not  inheritable.  On  the  other  side,  if  lands  are 
given  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  female  of  his  or  her  body,  this  is 
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called  an  estate  in  tail  female,  to  which  the  heirs  male  are  not 
inheritable.  Mr.  Hargrave  says  it  is  very  unusual  to  create  an  i  Inst.  25.  a.  o. 
estate  in  tail  female ;  that  he  had  seen  an  argument  in  which  it 
had  been  attempted  to  prove  that  the  law  of  England  will  not 
allow  of  a  descent  through  females  only,  even  in  the  case  of 
estates  tail,  but  that  other  authors,  as  well  as  Littleton  and 
Coke,  mention  such  descents ;  nor  did  he  ever  hear  any  autho- 
rity cited  to  support  the  contrary  doctrine. 

15.  In  all  instances  of  special  entails,  which  limit  the  lands  Lit.  &  24. 
to  one  particular  class  of  heirs,  no  descendant  of  the  donee  can 

make  himself  inheritable  to  such  a  gift,  unless  he  can  deduce 

his  descent  through  that  particular  class  of  heirs,  to  which  the 

succession  of  the  land  was  limited.  Therefore  if  lands  be  given  to 

a  man  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  he  has  issue  a  daughter, 

who  has  issue  a  son,  this  son  can  never  inherit  the  estate ;  for 

being  obliged  to  claim  through  the  daughter,  he  must  neces* 

sarily  shew  himself  out  of  the  words  of  the  gift,  which  limited  l>o«  «•  Hobaon, 

the  lands  to  the  heirs  male  only  of  the  donee,  which  the  daughter  695. 

cannot  be. 

16.  For  the  same  reason,  if  lands  be  given  to  a  man  and  the  l  Inst.  25.  b. 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  remainder  to  him  and  the  heirs  female 

of  his  body ;  and  the  donee  has  issue  a  son,  who  has  issue  a 
daughter,  who  has  issue  a  son ;  this  son  cannot  inherit  either  of 
the  estates,  because  he  cannot  deduce  his  descent  wholly  either 
through  the  male  or  the  female  line. 

17.  It  was  formerly  a  practice  for  a  person  to  give  lands  to  Estates  in  frank 
another,  as  a  marriage  portion  with  his  daughter  or  cousin,  to  °**"*^* 
hold  to  the  husband  and  wife  in  frank  marriage ;  by  which  the 

lands  became  descendible  to  the  issue  of  such  marriage.    Thus 

Glanville  says —  liberum  didtur  maritagium  quando  aUquis  liber  Lib.  7.  c.  18. 

homo  aliquam  partem  terra  mtB  dot  cum  aliquA  muliere,  alicui 

in  maritagium.     And  Finch  has  obs^ved  that  lands  could  not  B.  2.  c.  3. 

be  given  in  frank  marriage  with  a  n^an  that  was  cousin  to  the 

donor ;  but  alwavs  with  a  woman. 

18.  The  judges  had  construed  gifts  in  frank  marriage  in  the  i  Inst.  21.  a. 
same  manner  as  donations  to  persons  and  the  heirs  of  their 

bodies ;  by  which  means  they  were  considered  to  be  conditional 
fees,  and  consequently  alienable  after  issue  had.  But  this  con- 
struction being  evidently  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  persons 
who  had  created  such  estates,  the  statute  De  Doms,  after  re- 
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citing  the  case  of  a  gift  in  frank  marriage,  comprises  it  in  the 
remedial  part  of  that  law  ;  by  which  means  gifts  of  this  kind  be- 
came estates  in  tail  special,  and  the  donees  were  restrained  from 
alienating  them. 

19.  We  have  seen  that  in  consequence  of  the  statute  jtoa 
emptores,  where  a  person  conveys  away  his  whole  estate,  he 
cannot  reserve  any  tenure  to  himself:  but  this  statute  only'ex- 
tends  to  those  cases  where  the  entire  fee  simple  is  transferred* 
Therefore  where  a  tenant  in  fee  simple  grants  an  estate  tail  out 
of  it,  the  tenant  in  tail  will  hold  of  the  donor>  and  not  of  the 
chief  lord. 

20.  Where  the  donor  of  an  estate  tail  grants  over  his  reversion 
to  a  stranger,  the  donee  of  the  estate  tail  will  hold  of  such 
stranger.  But  if  lands  be  given  to  A.  in  tail,  with  remainder  in 
fee  to  a  stranger,  the  donee  of  the  estate  tail  will  hold  of  the 
chi^f  lord ;  because  the  whole  estate  is  conveyed  away. 

21.  Where  the  tenant  in  tail  has  also  the  reversion  in  fee 
in  himself,  as  he  cannot  hold  of  himself,  it  being  a  maxim  in  law 
that  nemo  potest  esse  tenens  et  dominus,  be  shall  hold  of  the  su- 
perior lord. 

22.  The  statute  De  Dofns  speaks  only  of  three  modes  of 
creating  an  estate  tail ;  namely,  by  a  gift  to  a  man  and  his  wife 

and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  ;  a  gift  in  frank  marriage,  and 
a  gift  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  issuing.  Yet  if  lands 
be  given  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  and  if  the  donee  dies  without 
heirs  of  his  body,  that  it  shall  remain  to  another,  this  shall  be  an 
estate  tail,  by  the  equity  of  the  statute,  though  it  be  out  of 
the  words.  For  the  makers  of  the  act  did  not  mean  to  enu- 
merate  all  the  fordis  of  estates  tail,  but  to  put  these  examples ; 
so  as  all  manner  of  estates  tail  general  or  special  are  within  the 
purview  of  the  act.  For,  as  it  is  said  by  Hales  Just,  at  common 
law,  the  interest  of  the  donor  was  infringed  and  eluded,  which 
was  contrary  to  right  and  good  conscience ;  therefore  the  statute 
being  made  to  restrain  that  vicious  liberty  of  breaking  such  in- 
tents, which  was  suffered  by  the  common  law,  shall  be  extended 
by  equity, 

23.  With  respect  to  the  kind  of  property  on  which  the  statute 
De  Doms  was  meant  to  operate,  the  only  word  in  the  statute  is 
tenemerUum,  which  has  been  shewn  to  signify  every  thing  that 
may  be  holden,  provided  it  be  of  a  permanent  nature  ;  so  thai 
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not  only  lands  may  be  entailed,  but  alao  eyery  species  of  incor* 
poreal  property  of  a  real  nature,  as  will  be  shewn  hereafter. 

24.  Mr.  Hargrave  observes  that  two  things  seem  essential  to  i  liift.20.a.iu 
an  entail  within  the  statute  De  Dmus.  1.  That  the  subject  be 
land,  or  something  of  a  real  nature.  2.  That  the  estate  in  it  be 
an  estate  of  inheritance.  It  is  not  however  necessary  that  the 
thing  to  be  entailed  should  issue  out  of  lands ;  for  if  it  be  annexed 
to  lands,  or  in  any  wise  concern  lands,  or  relate  to  them  it  may 
be  entailed. 

26.  Thus  Lord  Coke  says,  that  estovers,  common,  or  other  i  Ziist20.  i. 
profits  whatsoever,  granted  out  of  land,  may  be  entailed.    So  the  7  Rep.  33.  b. 
office  of  sergeant  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  the  office  of  keeper 
of  a  church,  may  be  entailed ;   as  also  the  office  of  steward, 
receiver,  or  bailiflPof  a  manor. 

26.  It  has  been  stated  that  money  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  Tit  l.t.4. 
the  purchase  of  land  is  considered  in  equity  as  land.    In  such 

case,  if  the  land  to  be  purchased  is  directed  to  be  conveyed  to  a 

person  in  tail,  he  will  be  considered  in  equity  as  tenant  in  tail  Infn,  Ch.  II. 

of  the  money,  till  the  purchase  is  made. 

27.  As  to  inheritances  merely  personal,  which  neither  issue  out  i  inst.  20.  a. 
of,  nor.«i,).te  to  land,  or  some  certain  place,  and  which  are  not 
demandable  ul  tenemental  in  a  prsscipe,  they  cannot  be  entailed  i 
within  the  statute  De  Donis.  So  that  when  things  of  this  nature 
are  limited  to  a  person,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  donee  takes 
a  conditional  fee ;  and  may  dispose  of  the  property  as  soon  as  he 
has  issue. 

28.  An  annuity  which  only  charges  the  person  of  the  grantor,  idam. 
and  not  his  lands,  though  it  may  be  granted  in  fee  cannot  be 
eptdled.    In  a  modern  case  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  an  an-  sta£S»d  v, 
nuity  in  fee  simple,  granted  by  the  crown  out  of  the  four  and  a  f  A^^70. 
half  per  cent,  duties,  payable  for  imports  and  exports  at  the  island  ^^"^  ^* 
of  Barbadoes,  was  merely  a  personal  inheritance,  not  entailable  4B.&Ald.69, 
within  the  statute  De  Donis  ;  therefore  that  being  settled  upon  ^^^^  hdd  to  be 
A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  it  was  a  conditional  fee  at  common  I»™>«^  «»**to, 
law ;  so  that  A.  having  issue  might  alien  it,  and  thereby  bar  the  under  a  wiH 

..  ...         ^  attested  Xnj  two 

possibility  of  reverter.  witnesMs  only. 

29.  It  was  held  by  Lord  Thurlow,  in  a  modem  case,  that  an  Uoldemeiie  v. 
annuity  granted  by  act  of  parliament  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  i  Bio.  R.  377« 
post-office,  redeemable  upon  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  to  be 

laid  out  in  land,  was  a  personal  inheritance  only,  not  entailable 
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within  the  statute  De  Donis:  for  that  notwithstanding  the 
powet  reserved  to  the  crown  of  laying  it  out  in  land,  the  parties 
had  a  right  to  treat  it  as  an  annuity ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery 
would  not  keep  the  objection,  of  its  being  land,  in  contemplatioo 
from  century  to  century,  because  of  the  possibility  of  substituting 
the  money  in  the  place  of  the  annuity. 

SO.  All  natural  persons  capable  of  holding  estates  of  inheri- 
tance in  land,  may  be  tenants  in  tail.  And  it  was  solemnly  de^ 
termined  in  4  Eliz.  that  the  king  was  within  the  statute  De 
Donis,  as  well  as  a  common  person ;  because  the  statute  was 
made  to  remedy  the  error  which  had  crept  into  the  law,  that  the 
donee  had  the  power  of  alienating  an  estate  given  to  him,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  after  issue  had ;  and  to  restore  the  common 
law,  in  this  point,  to  its  right  and  just  course;  which  it  did,  by 
lestoring  to  the  donor  the  observance  of  his  intent.  And  when 
the  statute  De  Dmzs  ordained  that  the  will  of  the  donor  should 
be  observed,  it  made  his  will  to  be  a  law,  as  well  against  the 
king  as  against  another. 

31.  Estates  tail,  like  estates  in  fee  simple,  have  certain  inci- 
dents inseparably  annexed  to  diem,  which  cannot  be  restrained 
by  any  proviso  or  condition  whatever. 

32.  The  first  of  these  is,  that  as  a  tenant  in  tail  has  an  estate 
of  inheritance,  he  has  a  right  to  commit  every  kind  of  waste ;  by 
felling  timber,  pulling  down  houses,  opening  and  working  mines, 
&c.  But  this  power  must  be  exercised  during  the  life  of  the 
tenant  in  tail,  for  at  the  instant  of  his  death  it  ceases.  If,  there- 
fore, a  tenant  in  tail  sells  trees  growing  on  the  land,  the  vendee 
must  cut  them  down  during  the  life  of  the  vendor,  otherwise  thej 
will  descend  to  the  heir  as  parcel  of  the  inheritance. 

33.  It  is  said  by  Clark,  Justice,  in  27  Eliz.  that  if  a  tenant 
in  tail  grants  away  all  his  estate,  the  grantee  is  dispunishable  for 
waste.  So  if  the  grantee  grants  it  over,  his  grantee  is  also  dis- 
punishable. 

34.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not,,  in  any  case  whatever, 
restrain  a  tenant  in  tail  from  committing  waste.  Thus  Lord  Tal- 
bot is  reported  to  have  said  that  in  Mr.  Saville's  case,  who  bring 
an  infant,  and  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  in  a  very  bad  state  of 
health,  and  not  likely  to  live  to  full  age ;  his  guardian  cut  down 
a  quantity  of  timber,  just  before  his  death.  The  remainder  man 
applied  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  him,  but  could  not  prevail. 
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35.  A  boDd  to  restrain  a  tenant  in  tail  from  committing  waste 

18  void.    Thus  where  a  person  settled  lands  on  his  daaghter,  and  jermv.Bnii«ii, 
the  heirs  of  her  body ;  and  took  a  bond  from  her  not  to  commit       ""' 
waste ;  the  bond  was  put  in  suit :  but  the  Court  held  it  to  be  an 
idle  bond,  and  decreed  it  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

36.  Estates  tail  are  subject  to  the  courtesy  of  the  husband,  Subject  to 
and  the  dower  of  the  wife,  which  are  incidents  inseparably  an-  5^^^  *" 
nexed  to  them,  as  will  be  noticed  under  these  titles. 

37.  It  has  been  stated  that  whenever  a  particular  estate  in  But  not  to 
land  vests  in  the  person  who  has  the  fee  simple  in  the  same  land,  xit^L* 
such  particular  estate  is  immediately  drowned  or  merged  in  it. 

In  consequence  of  this  principle,  if  an  estate  has  been  given 

before  the  statute  De  Donis  to  A.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  if  the 

fee  simple  was  limited  to  A.  by  the  same  conveyance,  or  came  to 

him  afterwards,  the  estate  tail  would  have  become  merged.    But  Plowd.296. 

it  was  determined  by  the  judges  in  the  reign  of  Edward  III.  that       ^'    '  *' 

an  estate  tail  could  not  be  merged,  surrendered,  or  extinguished, 

by  the  accession  of  the  greater  estate.    So  that  a  man  may  have 

at  the  same  time,  and  in  his  own  right,  both  an  estate  tail,  and 

the  immediate  reversion  in  fee  simple,  in  the  same  land. 

The  reason  of  this  determination  was,  that  the  object  of  the 
statute  De  Donis  being  to  render  estates  tail  unalienable,  if  they 
were  allowed  to  merge  in  the  fee  simple,  an  obvious  mode  of 
destroying  them  might  have  been  adopted  by  the  tenant  in  tail's 
purchasing  the  reversion. 

39.  Tenant  in  tail  having  an  estate  of  inheritance  has  a  right  Tenant  in  tail 
to  all  deeds  and  muniments  belonging  to  the  lands ;  which  the  deeds.  PapiUon 
Court  of  Chancery  will  order  to  be  given  up  to  him.  (c)  wT  471  ^  ^' 

.    40.  Tenant  in  tail  having  on^lya  pcoticular  estate,  atid  not  is  not  bound  to 
the  entire  property,  he  is  not  bound  to  pay  off  any  charges  or  j^J,^"*^'*™' 
incumbrances  affecting  the  estate.     But  where  a  tenant  in  tail 
does  pay  off  an  incumbrance  charged  on  the  fee  simple,  the  pre-  jones «.  Mor- 
sumption  is  that  such  payment  was  made  in  exoneration  of  the  ^[        '    * 
estate;  because  he  may,  if  he  pleases,  acquire  the  absolute  Tit.  12. c 3. 
ownership.    But  the  tenant  in  tail  may  by  taking  an  assign-  Kirkham  v. 

ment  of  the  incumbrance  to  a  trustee  for  himself,  or  by  several  5,™**?: 

^  ,  Tit.  15.  c.  4. 

other  acts,  charge  the  estate  with  the  payment  of  such  incum- 
brance. 

[  (c)  He  who  is  entitled  to  the  land  has  also  a  right  to  the  title  deeds  aflecting  it. 
Harrington  v.  Price,  3  Barn.  &  Adol.  170.] 
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Shiewibaij  v         41.  The  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  being  tenant  in  tail  ander  an  act 

iVcs.jutJ227.  ^f  parliament^  which  restrained  him  from  alienation,  unless  he 

conformed  to  the  established  religion,  and  being  a  Roman 
Catholic,  paid  off  a  sum  of  16,000il  charged  on  the  estate  for  his 
sisters'  portions^  without  taking  any  assignment  of  the  term  by 
which  that  sum  was  secured,  or  any  declaration  of  trust  of  it  for 
himself.  In  1761  Lord  S.  by  deed,  reciting  that  he  was  seised 
of  the  freehold,  subject  to  this  charge,  that  he  had  paid  oflf  the 
portion  of  one  of  his  sisters,  and  part  of  the  portion  of  another, 
and  that  as  none  of  the  portions  had  been  raised  under  the 
terms,  he  had  a  right  to  have  them  raised  for  himself:  be  in 
consideration  of  lOOOL  conveyed  an  advowson,  being  part  of  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  term,  to  one  Robinson ;  the  trustees 
consented,  and  were  parties,  upon  condition  that  the  considenir 
tion  should  go  in  discharge  of  the  portions.  Lord  S.  died  is 
1787,  leaving  a  will :  but  without  taking  any  notice  of  his  rig^t 
to  be  reimbursed  this  sum,  or  doing  any  other  act  by  which  bis 
intention  could  be  known. 

A  bill  was  brought  by  his  personal  representative  against  the 
next  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  trustees  of  the  tenn,  praying  that 
they  inight  be  compelled  to  raise  such  sums  as  were  paid  by  the 
late  earl  to  his  sisters. 

Lord  Thurlow  said  that,  in  the  transaction  of  1761  respecting 
the  advowson,  there  was  a  perfect  and  distinct  recognition  that 

16  Vcs.  173.      the  circumstance  of  paying  off  the  charge  did  make  Lord  S.  a 

creditor ;  and  decreed  for  the  plaintiff. 

42.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  tenant  in  tail  was  not  even 
bound  to  pay  the  interest  of  any  incumbrances  charged  on  the 

Tiu  15.  c.  4.      estate :  but  it  has  since  been  resolved^  that  in  some  cases  he  ia 

bound  to  keep  down  the  interest. 


J 
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TaiL 
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SECTION  L 

Thb  statute  De  Denis  effecting  a  perpetuity  restrained  the  CoaldoniyaliMi 

tenant  in  tail  from  alienating  his  estate,  by  any  mode  whatever, 

for  a  greater  interest  than  that  of  his  own  Ufe.    Thus  Littleton 

says,  s.  650»  ''  If  tenant  in  tail  grants  all  his  estate  to  another, 

the  grantee  has  no  estate  but  for  term  of  life  of  the  tenant  in 

tail,  and  the  reversion  of  the  tail  is  not  in  the  tenant  in  tail ;  be* 

cause  he  has  granted  all  his  estate,  and  his  right,  &c. 

2.  It  is  however  observable  that  the  words  of  the  statute  De 
Donis,  by  which  the  aUenation  of  an  estate  tail  is  prohibited* 
only  extend  to  the  original  donee,  and  not  to  his  issue  —  nee 
kabeant  illi,  qmbus  tenementum  sic  fuerit  datum,  potestatem  alien'- 

andi.    But  still  the  prohibition  was  extended  by  the  judges  to  Pbwd.  13. 
the  issue  in  infantum.    And  Broke  says,  the  omission  of  the  heirs  j^^^f  xl^p^^' 
of  the  donee  in  the  statute,  was  a  misprision  of  the  clerk.  di- 

3.  Lord  Goke,  in  his  comment  on  this  statute,  says-^''  It  was  2  Inst.  336. 
adjudged  by  Beresford  that  the  issues  in  tail  should  not  alien. 
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no  more  than  they  to  whom  the  land  was  given,  and  that  was  the 
intent  of  the  makers  of  the  act ;  and  it  was  but  their  negligence 
that  it  was  omitted,  as  there  it  is  said.  In  this  case,  by  way  of 
purchase,  the  land  is  given  to  the  donees,  and  by  way  of  limi- 
tation to  the  issues  in  tail ;  and  therefore  by  a  benign  interpre- 
tation, the  purview  of  this  extends  to  the  issues  in  tail." 

4.  Although  the  statute  De  Bonis  restrained  tenants  in  tail 
from  alienating  their  estates  for  any  longer  interest  than  that  of 
their  own  lives :  yet  this  must  not  be  understood  literally,  that 
the  grantee  had  only  an  estate  for  the  life  of  the  tenant  in  tail, 
which  determined  ipso  facto  by  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail. 
All  that  was  meant,  was,  that  the  grantee's  estate  was  certain 
and  indefeasible  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  in  tail  only,  upon 
whose  death  it  became  defeasible  by  his  issue,  or  the  remainder 
man  or  reversioner. 

5.  It  was,  however,  otherwise,  where  anything  was  granted 
out  of  an  estate  that  was  entailed,  as  a  rent,  8cc.;  for  such  grant 
became  absolutely  void  by  the  death  of  the  grantor,  and  could 
never  be  made  good. 

6.  The  law  considers  the  tenant  in  tail  as  having  not  only  the 
possession,  but  also  the  right  of  possession  and  inheritance,  in 
him ;  he  has  therefore  been  allowed  to  alienate  them  by  certain 
modes  of  conveyance,  so  as  to  take  away  the  entry  of  the  issue, 
and  drive  him  to  his  action,  which  is  called  a  discontinuance. 
For  —  "  seeing  he  had  an  estate  of  inheritance,  the  judges  oomr 
pared  it  to  the  case  where  a  man  was  seised  in  right  of  his  wife, 
or  a  bishop  in  right  of  his  bishopric,  or  an  abbot  in  right  of  his 
monastery." 

7.  [Before  the  recent  statutes  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4.  chapteis 
27  and  74.  an  estate  tail  might  be  discontinued  by  five  different 
modes  of  conveyanoe,  namely,  by  a  feoffinent,  fine,  release,  coofiur- 
matioD,  (the  two  latter  accompanied  with  warranty)  and  by  a 
recovery  not  duly  suffered,  as  where  there  is  no  voucher  qt&t  of 
tenant  in  tail,  so  as  to  bar  the  issue  or  remainders  over.  A  re- 
covery duly  suffered  has  been  sometimes  termed  a  discontino- 
anoe,  but  from  its  peculiar  operation  it  is  an  absolute  oonveyance 
by  the  tenant  in  tail. 

8.  No  discontinuance,  strictly  speaking,  could  be  effected  by 
what  was  termed  an  innocent  conveyance  of  the  tenant  in  tail  in 
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possessioDy  such  as  lease  and  release,  covenant  to  stand  seised, 
or  bai^in  and  sale  and  grant. 

9.  The  effect  of  a  discontinuance  was  to  pass  a  fee-simple  Co.  Lit.  327.  b. 
under  a  new  and  wrongful  title,  and  to  divest  the  estates  in  re-  Doe  «.  Finch, 
mainder  and  reversion,  taking  away  from  the  discontinuees  their  \^'  ^  ^^^'' 
right  of  entry,  and  putting  them  to  their  right  of  action.    And  J^Jf  »•  Jones, 
to  work  a  discontinuance,  the  tenant  in  tail  must  be  tenant  in  528. 

.   •!  .  Driven?.  HusMV 

tail  in  possession.  i  h.  bi.  269. 

10.  But  where  the  reversion  and  remainder  could  not  be  dis-  fg  2'c°^8. 
continued,  the  tenant  in  tail  could  not  discontinue  the  estate  243. 
tail[*] ;  as  where  the  reversion  or  remainder  was  in  the  crown  ;  l^'l^^^'^^' 
for  the  king  is  a  body  politic,  of  all  others  most  high  and  worthy,  Waisin^am's 

«i  /••!•  nt-ij  case.    Plowd. 

out  ot  whose  person  no  estate  of  inheritance  or  freehold  can  552. 562. 
pass  or  be  removed  without  matter  of  record.  WUL  4!  c.  7  * 

11.  A  tenant  in  tail  might  also,  before  the  late  act  to  abolish  *•  ^^- 
fines  and  recoveries,  (3 &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.)  (d)  alienate  his  estate  avcTdaWeby 
by  other  modes  of  conveyance,  which  only  transferred  the  pos-  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^ 
session,  not  the  right  of  possession.    These  alienations  by  inno-  Tit.  3S,  e.  12. 
cent  assurances  did  not  become  ipso  facto  void  by  the  death  of  779. 782. 
the  tenant  in  tail ;  but  must  have  been  avoided  by  the  entry  of 

the  issue.    Thus,  if  a  tenant  in  tail  exchanged  his  estate  with  a  7T.  R.  27s. 
tenant  in  fee  simple,  it  would  be  good»  till  avoided  by  the  entry 
of  the  issue  in  tail. 

12.  But  by  the  above  stat.  3  &  4  WQl.  4.  c.  74.  §  2. 14.  fines,  DiscontiDvanoe 

•  -,,  ii'.i/.  i^rki       since  3l8t  Dec# 

recovenes,  and  warranties  of  land,  are  abolished  from  the  31st  i83d,  Tirtuaiiy 
December,  1833 ;  and  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  ib.  c.  27.  s.  39.  "^^^^^^ 
it  is  enacted,  '^  That  no  discontinance  or  warranty  which  may 
happen  or  be  made  after  that  day,  shall  defeat  any  right  of  entry 
or  action  for  the  recovery  of  land.''    It  is  conceived,  therefore, 
diat  no  discontinuance,  according  to  its  strict  legal  import,  can 
be  affected  after  the  period  specified  in  the  above  acts ;  for  what- 
ever may  be  the  form  of  discontinuance,  the  above  statute  takes  c.  27.  s.  39. 
away  its  effect. 

13.  By  the  tenth  section  of  the  latt^  act  it  is  enacted,  '^  That 
a  mere  entry  shall  not  be  deemed  possession  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act." 

[  (d)  This  statute  does  not  relate  to  IrelaDd  except  where  expressly  named,  s.  92 ; 
and  the  reader's  attention  to  this  important  exception  is  requested  in  reference  to  all  the 
notices  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.] 
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When  alien-  14.  Where  before  tbe  act  of  3  &4  WilL  4.  c.  74.  the  tenant 

r^iStS^a   ^^  ^^  aliened  the  fee  by  any  form  of  conveyance,  other  than  a 
bate  fee.  yalid  common  recovery,  his  alienee  had  primd  Jbcie  only  an 

estate  of  inheritance,  descendible  to  his  heirs  as  long  as  the 
tenant  in  tail  had  issue  inheritable  under  the  entail,  which  was 
called  a  base  or  qualified  fee. ,  Where  this  alienation  was  by 
what  was  termed  an  innocent  conveyance,  the  estate  of  the 
alienee,  upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  could  be  avoided 
by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail :  where  the  alienation  was  made 
by  feoflfment,  without  fine,  or  by  fine  without  proclamations  or 
recovery  not  duly  suffered,  the  issue  were  put  to  their  action  in 
Tit.  35.  c.  9.      order  to  avoid  the  fine.    Where,  however,  a  fine  was  duly  levied 

with  proclamations  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  both  the  entry  and 
action  of  the  issue  were  taken  away.    Until  this  base  fee  waa 
determined,    it  had  all  the  incidents  of  an    estate    in    fee 
simple. 
3&4WU1. 4.        15.  The  expression  base  fee  in  the  above  act,  means  ezclu* 
^    '  ^  '        sively  that  estate  in  fee  simple,  into  which  an  estate  tail  is  con- 
verted where  the  issue  in  tail  are  barred ;  but  the  persons  claiming 
estates  in  remainder  are  not  barred. 
Sutton  V.  Stone,       16.  Before  the  late  statute  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries, 

where  a  tenant  in  tail  made  a  conveyance  in  fee  for  a  valuable 

consideration,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  decree  him  to  make 

a  good  title.    Mr.  Justice  Wright  is  reported  to  have  said  that 

the  Court  would  not  point  out  what  title  the  tenant  in  tail  should 

make,  but  would  decree  him  to  make  such  title  as  he  is  capaUe 

of  doing.] 

Cannot  limit  an       17.  Where  a  tenant  in  tail  [by  a  deed  not  in  conformity  with 

mnnaftvhis   ^^®  3 &  4  Will.  4. c.  74.]  limits  an  estate  to  commence  after  his 

^^^*  awn  death,  it  is  absolutely  Toid ;  and  he  continues  to  be  tenant 

in  tail  as  before ;  because  there  the  issue  in  tail  has  a  right  para- 
mount, per  formam  doni. 
Bediiufield's  18.  A  tenant  in  tail  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of 

^'89&  himself  for  life,  after  to  tbe  use  of  his  eldest  son,  and  his  heirs. 

%  Rep.  52.  a.     {^  ^^  resolved  that  tbe  son  should  not  have  the  land  by  this 

covenant ;  for  when  the  tenant  in  tail  covenanted  to  stand  seised 
to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  it  was  as  much  as  he  could  lawfully 
BHihman's        da     The  limitation  over  was  void ;   and  he  was  seised  as 
STe.  c  8.       before. 
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19.  A  tenant  in  tail  covenanted,  in  consideration  of  natural  MaclieU  v. 

Clarke 

love  and  affection,  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
remainder  to  his  eldest  son  in  tail,  &c«    The  question  was,  7  ^'^^  13, 
whether  the  tenant  in  tail  had  made  any  alteration  in  his  estate  I^jt^^-      . 

...  ^  2  Eden.  R.  357* 

by  this  covenant 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
He  said  it  had  been  made  a  question  if  tenant  in  tail  bargained  vide  Tit.  32. 
and  sold,  or  leased  or  released,  or  covenanted  to  stand  seised  of 
lands  entailed,  to  another  in  fee,  whether  the  estate  conveyed 
determined  by  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  or  continued  till 
the  actual  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail.  He  held  that  such  estate 
continued  till  the  actual  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail,  for  these  rea- 
sons,— ].  Because  tenant  in  tail  had  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
him ;  and  before  the  statute  De  Dorm,  it  was  held  that  such 
estate  was  a  fee  simple  conditional.  Then  the  statute  made  no 
alteration  as  to  the  tenant  in  tail  himself,  but  only  made  provision 
that  the  issue  in  tail  should  not  be  disinherited  by  the  alienation 
of  his  ancestor.  By  Coke  Lit  18.  it  appeared  that  a  base  fee 
might  be  created  out  of  an  estate  tail ;  where  it  was  said,  that  if 
a  gift  in  tail  was  made  to  a  villein,  and  the  lord  entered,  he  had 
a  base  fee.  Then  if  a  base  fee  might  be  created  out  of  an  estate 
tail,  there  was  great  reason  that  the  bargainee,  &c.  of  tenant  in 
tail  should  have  it  2.  The  tenant  in  tail  had  the  whole  estate 
in  him ;  therefore  there  was  no  reason  why  he  could  not  divest 
himself  of  it,  by  grant,  bargain,  and  sale.  Sec.  since  the  power  of 
disposition  was  incident  to  the  property  of  every  one.  3.  It  was 
no  prejudice  to  the  issue  in  tail,  therefore  no  breach  of  the  statute 
De  Donis.  Indeed  there  were  strong  words  in  the  act  for  re- 
straining alienations  to  the  prejudice  of  the  issue  in  tail,  where 
it  says,  QuodJlnU  ipso  jure  sit  nullus,  &c. ;  yet  the  construction 
of  the  said  words  had  always  been,  that  the  entry  of  the  issue 
was  tolled  by  such  fine,  and  he  was  driven  to  his  formedon. 
Therefore  if  an  act,  which  drove  the  issue  in  tail  to  his  formedon 
would  not  be  a  breach  of  the  statute,  much  less  would  it  be  a 
breach  of  the  statute  to  drive  the  issue  in  tail  to  enter,  to  avoid  a 
bargain  and  sale  by  his  ancestor.  As  to  authorities,  Seymour*s  10  Rep.  95. 
case  was  in  point,  where  it  was  held  that  the  bargainee  of  *^'  '  ^' 
tenant  in  tail  had  a,descendible  estate.  In  3  Co.  Rep.  84  b.  the 
case  in  Littleton,  ^  613.  was  put  and  considered;  and  there  it 
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was  held  that  the  wonk  ought  not  to  be  literally  understood. 
Those  of  Littleton  were,  that  if  tenant  tn  tail  granted  ioiwn 
statwn  mum  to  I.  S.  and  his  heirs,  and  made  him  livery  of  smin, 
yet  his  estate  determined  by  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail.  Bnt 
this  ought  to  be  understood,  that  it  was  no  discontinnance,  but 
7  Mod.  26.         would  drive  the  issue  in  tail)  to  enter  to  avoid  it.    4.  That  in 

this  case  the  covenant  to  stand  seised  did  not  alter  the  estate 
tail,  but  it  still  continued.  The  reason  was,  that  thovgh  the 
tenant  in  tail  might  make  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  in  his  life- 
time, which  should  be  good  and  Unding,  till  avoided  by  the 
issue ;  yet  any  conveyance  which  be  made  to  commence  after 
his  death,  should  be  void;  if  by  possibility  it  might  not  take 
effect  during  his  life.  The  estate,  by  this  covenant,  was  to  com- 
mence from  and  after  the  death  of  die  tenant  in  tail ;  and  the 
instance  put  of  a  lease  for  years  was  apposite.  If  a  tenant  in  tail 
made  a  lease  for  years  not  warranted  by  the  statute  32  Hen.  8. 
to  commence  immediately,  or  which  might  possibly  commence 
during  his  life,  such  lease  was  avoidable  only  by  his  issue,  on  his^ 
death ;  but  if  be  made  a  lease  to  commence  from  and  after  his 
death,  it  was  ^so  facto  void.  Now  this  remainder  was  limited 
to  commence  from  and  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  there- 
fore it  was  void ;  it  might  be  said  that  here  he  covenanted  to 
stand  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  the  remainder  over,  so 
that  the  estate  to  arise  upon  the  covenant  to  stand  seised  did 
arise  in  his  own  lifetime.  To  this  it  was  answered,  that  the  co- 
venant to  stand  seised  to  the  nse  of  one's  self  was  void,  except 
for  the  sake  of  the  remainder  over ;  that  the  remainder,  bdng  to 
commence  after  his  death^  was  void ;  and  the  covenant  to  stand 
seised  to  his  own  use  could  not  be  good,  for  the  sake  of  a  void 
thing. 

What  was  the  reason  that  such  estate  was  void,  when  it  was 
limited  to  commence  after  the  death  of  tenant  in  tail  ?  It  was 
because  it  was  to  commence  at  a  time  when  the  right  of  the 
estate,  out  of  which  it  would  issue,  was  in  another  person  by  a 
title  paramount  to  the  conveyance,  viz.  per  formam  doni,  A 
tenant  in  tail  had  an  estate  out  of  which  he  might  carve  other 
estates,  provided  he  did  it  out  of  the  estate  in  himself,  so  as  to 
make  it  rightful  in  its  creation,  but  otherwise  not.  For  it  would 
be  injurious  to  make  good  a  lease,  or  other  estate,  commencing 
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upm  the  right  of  iinother,  whose  title  was  paramount  to  the  lease 
or  estate  so  made.  In  the  principal  case  the  issue  in  tail  had  a 
title  paramount,  the  title  of  the  remainder,  by  virtue  of  the  cove- 
nant, the  very  minute  the  remainder  would  take  effect ;  that  was 
the  only  true  reason ;  therefore  to  make  such  an  estate  to  take 
effect  upon  the  possession  of  the  issue,  whose  title  was  para- 
mount, would  be  to  make  an  estate  take  effect  by  wrong,  the  very 
minute  it  had  its  creation. 

Adjudged  that  the  remainder  was  void,  and  the  estate  tail  not  Doe  v.  Riven, 
altered^  by  this  covenant. 

20*  It  was  however  laid  down  in  the  preceding  case,  that  an  Exception^ 
estate  created  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  which  must,  or  by  possibility 
might,  commence  in  the  Ufetioie  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  was 
good. 

21.  Thus  if  a  tenant  in  tail  covenants  to  stand  seised  to  the  2  Ld.  Rtym. 
use  of  the  covenantee  for  life,  remainder  to  I.  S.  in  fee,  or  to  the 

use  of  L  S.  for  life,  remainder  to LN.  in  fee;   the  remainder  is  ' 

good,  till  avoided  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail,  although  the 
tenant  in  tail  dies  before  the  remainder  takes  effect ;  because  the 
estate  for  life  takes  effect  immediately,  and  the  remainder 
might  by  possibility  have  taken  effect  in  the  life  of  the  tenant  in 
taiL 

22.  6o  if  tenant  in  tail  rdeases  to  I.  S.  in  fee,  to  the  use  of  idem. 
himself  for  life,  remainder  to  I.  N.  in  fee,  after  his  death ;  this 
remainder  is  good,  though  it  is  to  commence  after  the  death  of 

the  tenant  in  tail ;  because  it  arises  out  of  the  estate  of  the  Doe  v.  Riven, 
releasee;  which  estate  would  have  been  good,  till  avoided  by 
the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail. 

23.  [Upon  the  preceding  sections,  12  to  17  inclusive,  it  may  be 
observed  that  moder  the  late  act  for  abolishing  fines  and  reco* 
Goveries,  the  tenant  in  tail  may,  by  any^ecies  of  deed_duly  en-  > 
rolled  and  otherwise  made  in  conformity  with  the  act,  absolutely 
dispose  of  the  estate  of  which  he  is  seised  in  tail,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  he  were  absolutely  seised  in  fee.  If  such  assurance 
18  not  in  conformity  with  the  act,  and  not  thereby  abolished,  it 
will  of  course  be  left  to  have  all  the  operation  it  would  have  had 
before  the  act,  so  far  as  it  is  not  thereby  controlled.] 

24.  The  issue  in  tail  is  not  bound,  either  at  law  or  in  equity.  The  issue  not 
to  complete  any  contract  or  agreement  made  by  his  ancestor,  anc^tor^s  " 

Q  2  contracts. 
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Lnttrell  v. 
Olmius, 
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Unless  he  con- 
firms them. 


Ross  V.  Ross, 
1  Cha.  Ca.  171. 


respecting  the  estate  tail ;  because  the  issue  claims  per  fmrmam 
dotii,  from  the  person  by  whom  the  estate  .tail  was  originally 
granted,  not  from  bis  immediate  ancestor,  (g) 

25.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  covenant  by  a  tenant  in  tail 
to  levy  a  fine,  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  and  a  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Chanc^y  that  he  should  do  so,  would  bind  the  issue  in 
tail.  This  doctrine  was,  however,  soon  altered,  and  it  was  de- 
termined that  a  court  of  equity  cannot  dispense  with  any  of  thoee 
forms  which  the  law  requires  to  bar  estates  tail. 

26.  A  tenant  in  tail  made  a  mortgage,  without  levying  a  fine, 
with  a  covenant  for  further  assurance,  and  died.  Lord  Keeper 
Bridgeman  would  not  compel  the  issue  to  make  the  assurance 
good ;  though  the  father  might  have  done  it  by  fine  or  recovery. 

27.  A  tenant  in  tail  entered  into  articles,  concerning  his  lands, 
for  payment  of  his  debts ;  but  died  without  doing  any  act  to  de- 
stroy the  estate  tail.  It  was  decreed  that  this  agreement  could 
not  be  executed  against  the  heir  in  tail. 

28.  A  decree  was  obtained  against  a  tenant  in  tail,  who  had 
•contracted  for  the  sale  of  his  estate,  and  received  a  great  part  of 
the  consideration,  to  compel  him  to  levy  a  fine,  and  suffer  a  re- 
covery.  The  tenant  in  tail  stood  out  all  process  against  him,  tx> 
a  contempt  and  died.  A  bill  was  then  brought  against  his  issue 
to  revive  the  decree  against  him,  which  was  dismissed. 

29.  A  tenant  in  tail  covenanted  to  settle  a  jointure  on  his  wife. 
In  order  to  perform  his  covenant,  he  acknowledged  a  fine,  bot 
died  before  it  was  perfected.  The  Court  of  Chancery  refused  to 
supply  this  defect  against  his  issue. 

30.  Where  a  person  is  prevented  from  barring  an  estate  tail 
by  force  and  management,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  compel 
the  parties  to  act  as  if  the  recoveiy  had  been  suffered* 

31.  If  the  issue  in  tail  does  any  act  towards  carrying  the  con- 
tract or  agreement  of  his  ancestor  into  execution,  it  will  then 
become  binding  on  him ;  and  he  will  be  compelled  in  equity  to 
perform  it. 

32.  Francis  Ross  having  issue,  James  his  legitimate  son,  and 

[  ig)  By  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  40.  it  is  provided  that  no  disposition  bj  a 
tenant  in  tail,  resting  only  in  contract,  either  express  or  implied,  or  otherwise,  •■^ 
whether  supported  by  a  valuable  or  meritorious  consideration  or  not,  shall  be  of  may 
fbrce  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  the  act,  notwithstanding  such  disposition  shall  be  nuui* 
or  evidenced  by  deed.] 
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John  a  bastardy  devised  lands  to  John  in  tail.  James  having 
copyhold  lands  by  descent,  James  and  John  agreed  to  exchange 
their  estates.  The  agreement  being  executed  James  obtained  a 
decree  against  John  to  levy  a  fine  of  his  estate  tail,  and  by  that 
means  to  settle  it  on  James.  John  died  in  contempt  for  not  obey- 
ing the  decree :  his  issae  entered  on  the  copyhold  estate,  and  con- 
tinued in  the  enjoyment  of  it ;  in  consequence  of  which  a  bill 
was  filed  against  him  by  James,  to  perform  the  agreement  made 
by  his  father. 

It  was  said  by  the  Court,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  agrees  to 
convey,  he  is  bound  by  that  agreement :  if  he  dies  without  per- 
forming it,  his  issue  is  not  bound  to  perform  it.  But  if  the  issue 
accepts  of  the  agreement,  and  enters,  as  in  this  case,  on  the  lands, 
it  then  becomes  his  own  agreeihent,  and  will  bind  him.  So 
decreed  against  the  defendant. 

33.  The  issue  in  tail  is  not  subject  to  any  of  the  debts  or  Nor  subject  to 
incumbrances  of  his  ancestor.     Therefore,  if  a  tenant  in  tail        ^  ^' 
acknowledges  a  statute  or  recognizance,  upon  which  the  land  Bro.  Ab.  Tit. 
entailed  is  extended,  the  issue  in  tail  may  enter,  upon  the  death  ^^4/^^'  ^* 
of  the  ancestor,  and  oust  the  creditor. 

34.  Estates  tail  were  not  originally  liable,  in  the  hands  of  the  Except  crown 
issue,  to  the  payment  of  debts  due  by  the  ancestor  to  the  crown. 

But  it  is  enacted  by  the  statute  33  Hen.  VIII.  c.39.  s.  75,  That 
all  manors,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  shall 
come  or  be  in  the  possession  of  any  person  or  persons  to  whom 
the  same  shall  descend,  revert,  or  remain  in  fee  simple,  or  in  fee 
tail  general  or  special,  by,  from,  or  after  the  death  of  any  of  his 
or  their  ancestors,  whose  heir  he  is ;  which  said  ancestor  or 
ancestors  was  or  shall  be  indebted  to  the  king,  or  to  any  person 
or  persons  to  his  use,  by  judgment,  recognizance,  obligation,  or 
any  other  specialty,  the  debt  whereof  shall  not  be  paid ;  then 
and  in  such  case  the  same  manors,  &c.  shall  be  and  stand  charged 
and  chargeable  to  and  for  the  payment  of  the  said  debt. 

35.  Upon  the  construction  of  this  act,  it  was  resolved  by  the  Anderann*s 
barons  of  the  Exchequer  in  41  Eliz.  on  conference  had  with  c*"*"^  ^*P-**- 
Popham,  Ch.  J.  and  divers  other  justices,  I.That  before  this 

statute,  if  tenant  in  tail  became  indebted  to  the  king  by  judg- 
ment, rec(^nizance,  obligation,  or  otherwise,  and  died,  the  king 
should  not  extend  the  land  in  the  seisin  of  the  issue  in  tail ;  for 
the  king  was  bound  by  the  statute  De  Doms;  as  it  was  adjudged  Ante,  c.  i.s.so- 
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Tit.  1. 1. 68.      in  Lord  Berkeley's  case.    2.  That  it*  the  teMint  in  tail  becomes 

indebted  to  the  kinf^,  by  the  receipt  of  the  king's  money,  or 
otherwise,  unless  it  be  by  judgmeiKt,  reoognitanoe,  obligation,  or 
other  specialty,  and  dies ;  the  land  in  the  seisin  of  the  issue  in 
tail  shall  not  be  extended  for  such  debt  of  the  king's.  For  this 
statute  extends  only  to  the  said  four  cases ;  and  all  other  debts 
remain  at  common  law.  3.  That  if  tenant  in  tail  becomes 
indebted  to  the  king  by  one  of  the  four  ways  above  mentioned 
in  the  said  act,  and  dies ;  and,  before  any  process  or  extent,  the 
issue  in  tail,  bandj^de,  aliens  the  land,  it  shall  not  be  extended 
by  force  of  the  said  act.  For,  as  it  appears  by  the  words  thefeof» 
it  makes  the  land,  in  the  possession  or  seisin  of  the  heir  in  tail 
only,  liable  against  the  issue  in  tail,  and  not  the  alienee.  For  the 
makers  of  the  act  had  reason  to  favour  the  purchaser,  farmer, 
&c.  of  the  heir  in  tail,  more  than  the  heir  himself ;  because  they 
are  strangers  to  the  debts  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  came  to  the 
land  bon&fide,  on  good  consideration.  4.  That  a  debt  originally 
due  to  a  subject,  to  which  the  king  becomes  entitled  by  attainder, 
forf^ture,  gift  of  the  party,  or  any  other  collateral  way,  was  not 
within  the  statute ;  which  only  extended  to  debts  originally  doe 
to  the  king,  by  judgment,  recognizance,  obligation,  or  other 
specialty. 

36.  Where  a  person  takes  an  estate  tail  by  g^ft  from  bis 
ancestor,  on  good  consideration,  such  estate  is  not  liable  to  a 
debt  of  the  ancestor,  contmcted  €d*ter  the  gift  was  made. 

Foskew's  case,  37.  Foskew  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  S.  in  consider- 
ation of  his  scHi's  marriage,  covenanted  to  lery  a  fine  of  the  said 
manor  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  wife  for  their  lives,  remainder 
to  the  use  of  his  son  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies. 
A  fine  was  levied  accordingly.  Foskew  afterwards  acknowledged 
a  recognizance  to  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  died  indebted  to  the 
crown.    The  manor  of  S.  -was  extended  for  the  queen's  debt. 

It  was  argued  by  Coke,  that  the  manor  was  not  chargeable  by 
the  Stat  33  Hen.  VIII.  For  the  object  of  that  statute  was  to 
make  lands  entailed  liable  to  the  king's  debts,  where  they  w^e 
not  so  before,  against  the  issue.  But  the  words  **  was  or  shall 
be  indebted"  should  not  be  intended  after  the  gift  made.  That, 
**  shall  be,''  was  to  be  intended  of  future  debts,  after  the  statute ; 
whereas,  at  the  time  of  the  settlement,  Foskew  was  not  receiver 
or  other  officer  to  the  queen.    That  this  was  not  within  the 
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statute ;  /or  the  wotds  were,  by  gift  of  bis  ancestors.  Here  the 
son  had  not  the  manor  by  gift  of  his  lather,  but  rather  by  the 
statute  of  uses  ;  and  so  he  was  in  in  the  past,  not  in  the  per,  by 
his  ancestor :  for  the  fine  was  levied  to  divers  persons,  to  the 
uses  aforesaid*  Nor  was  the  gift  a  mere  gi'atuity,  but  in  consi- 
deration of  marriage ;  and  the  debt  accrued  not  till  after  the 
gift. 

He  admitted  that  if  there  had  been  any  fraud  in  the  case,  or 
any  purpose  in  Foskew,  when  he  made  tlie  oonveyance,  to 
become  the  king's  debtor  or  officer,  it  would  be  within  the  sta- 
tute, and  the  gift  had  been  a  mere  gratuity.    Aesolved  that  the 
.  lands  shouki  foe  discharged. 

38.  One  Hawthorn  having  an  office  which  rendered  him  an  coKhead's  case, 
accountant  to  the  crown,  became  indebted  to  Queen  Elizabeth  ^^  ^^^* 

by  obligation.  Two  years  after  he  covenanted  with  one  Cox- 
head,  in  consideration  of  his  son  marrying  his  daughter,  to  stand 
seised  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  Cox- 
head  and  his  daughter  in  taiL  Hawthorn  afterwards  accepted 
another  office  of  account,  by  reason  of  which  he  became  indebted 
to  the  crown,  and  committed  suicide. 

The  crown  havii^  seised  his  lands,  Coxhead  petitioned  that 
they  might  be  dischiurged :  to  which  it  was  answered,  that  the 
lands  were  subject  to  what  was  due  to  the  crown  by  reason  of 
the  first  office,  which  he  had  before  the  conveyance,  by  the  sta- 
tute 13  Eliz. :  but  as  to  the  office  which  be  bad  accepted  after 
the  conveyance,  the  arrears  of  that  was  not  a  charge  upon  the 
lands  conveyed.  Upon  Coxbead*s  paying  the  arrears  of  the  first 
office,  he  had  an  amoveas  manus, 

39.  In  conformity  to  the  principle  that  a  tenant  in  tail  can  Tenaati  in  tail 
only  alien  or  charge  his  estate  for  his  own  life,  all  leases  made  {!!^^^^ 
foy  tenants  in  tail  might  have  been  avoided  after  their  death,  by 

their  issue.   But  by  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  28.  tenants  in  tail 

are  enabled  to  make  leases  for  three  lives  or  twenty-one  years,  Tiu  32.  c.  5. 

which  shall  bind  their  issue ;  though  not  the  persons  in  remainder, 

or  the  reversioner. 

40.  By  the  statute  6Qeo.4.  c  16,  s.66.  repealing  21Jac.  1.  Are  subject  to 
c.  19.  s.  12.  the  commissioners  of  bankrupts  are  enabled  by  deed  laws.*"  ™^ 
enrolled  to  make  sale  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  of  any  manors 

or  hereditaments  whereof  any  bankrupt  is  seised,  of  an  estate  ^  ^'^^^'  &  ^a. 
tail  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  whereof  no  reversion 
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or  remainder  is  in  the  king,  of  the  gift  or  provisioD  of  his  majesty. 
It  is  farther  provided  that  all  soch  conyeyances  shall  be  good 
against  the  said  bankropts,  and  the  issue  of  their  bodies,  and 
against  aU  persons  whatever,  whom  the  said  bankrupts,  by  fine 
or  coomion  recovery  or  other  ways  or  means,  might  cut  off  or 
debar  from  any  remainder,  reversion,  rent,  pn^t,  title,  or  possibi- 
lity in,  to,  or  out  of  the  said  manors,  &c. 

■•  16. 17.  41.  [The  Stat  of  1  &  2  WilL  4.  c.  56.  which  establishes  the 

Court  of  Bankruptcy,  repealed  the  above  act,  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  conveyance  of  the  bankrupt's  real  estate  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  by  s.  26.  enacts  that  the  bankrupt's  real  estate  shall' 
without  any  conveyance,  vest  in  the  assignees  for  the  time  being» 
by  virtue  of  their  appointment* 

42.  The  statute  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries^  3  &  4 
WilL  4.  c.  74.  B.  55.  expressly  repeals  the  above  statute,  6  Geo.  4. 
s.  65.  so  far  as  relates  to  estates  tail,  and  to  that  extent  (h)  also 
virtually  repeals  the  1  &  2  WilL  4.  c.  56.  s.  26. ;  and  by  s.  56. 
empowers  any  commissioner  acting  in  any  fiat  after  the  31st 

s.^.  December,  1833,  by  deed  enrolled  within  six  months  after  its 

execution,  to  dispose  of  the  lands  of  any  bankrupt  tenant  in  tail 
to  any  purchaser  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  to  create 
by  such  disposition  as  large  an  estate  as  the  bankrupt  himself 
could  have  done  under  the  act. 

f.  22.37.  43.  The  act  contains  various  provisions  respecting  persons  who 

are  to  be  the  protectors  of  the  settlement  by  which  any  estate 
tail  is  created,  and  requires  the  concurrence  of  such  protector  to 
enable  the  tenant  in  tail  to  make  an  absolute  disposition  of  the 
entire  fee,  so  as  to  bar  the  estates  in  remainder  dependent  upon 

•.34.58.  his  estate  taiL    Where  the  consent  of  such  protector  cannot  be 

obtained,  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  in  case  of  a  bankruptcy,  the  com- 
missioner, is  empowered  to  convey  a  base  fee,  good  against  all 
persons  claiming  under  any  entail  in  the  tenant  in  taiL  The 
act  also  contains  provisions  for  enlarging  base  fees  into  absolute 
fees  upon  there  ceasing  to  be  a  protector ;  and  contains  the 

(h)  [The  fUtute  I  &  2  WilL  4.  c.  56.  is  still  io  force  respecting  the  real  estatn  of 
which  9.  bankrupt  is  seised  in  fee,  and  indeed  also  respecting  his  estates  tail  nntll  thej  ai« 
conveyed  by  the  commissioners,  for  all  the  bankmpt's  real  estate  whatsoever,  is  by 
sect.  26.  vested  in  the  assigneeii  for  the  time  being  on  their  a|^ointment.  But  the  com- 
missioneis  appear  to  be  the  proper  parties  to  convey  the  bankrupt's  estate  tail  under  the 
Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  66.  and  the  assignees  the  proper  parties  to  convey  the  banb» 
iapt*s  estates  in  fee  simple,  under  the  I  &2  Will.  4  .c.  56.] 
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following  additional    enactments    relating  to  bankrupts'  real 
estate* 

That  a  voidable  estate  created  in  favour  of  a  purchaser  by  an  ■•  ^* 
actual  tenant  in  tail  becoming  bankrupt,  or  by  a  tenant  in  tail 
entitled  to  a  base  fee  becoming  bankrupt,  shall  be  confirmed  by 
the  disposition  of  the  commissioner,  if  no  protector,  or  being  such 
with  his  consent,  or  on  there  ceasing  to  be  a  protector ;  but  not 
against  a  purchaser  without  notice. 

That  the  acts  of  a  bankrupt  tenant  in  tail  shall  be  void  against  >«  63. 
any  disposition  under  the  act  by  the  commissioner. 

That  subject  to  the  powers  given  to  the  commissioner  and  to  b.64. 
the  estate  in  the  assignees,  a  bankrupt  tenant  in  tail  shall  retain 
bis  powers  of  disposition. 

That  the  disposition  by  the  commissioner  in  certain  cases  i.65. 
specified  shall  be  valid,  notwithstanding  the  bankrupt's  death  at 
the  time  of  the  disposition. 

That  every  disposition  by  the  commissioner  of  copyhold  lands  ••  66. 
where  the  estate  is  not  equitable,  shall  have  the  same  operation 
as  a  surrender,  and  that  the  person  to  whom  such  land  shall  have 
been  disposed  of,  may  claim  to  be  admitted  on  paying  the 
fines,  8cc. 

That  the  assignees  may  recover  rents  and  enforce  covenants  >•  67. 
in  respect  of  the  bankrupt's  lands. 

That  the  provisions  of  the  act  relating  to  bankrupts  shall  ap-  i.  68. 
ply  to  their  lands  in  Ireland.] 

44.  Where  a  bankrupt  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  the  Feanie'iOp.83. 
commissioners  of  bankrupts,  under  the  2l8t  Ja&.  1.  c.  19.  s.  12.  3^^^*]^^595^ 
were  enabled  to  convey  the  fee  simple  of  the  lands.  Where  he 
was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  expectant  on  some  preceding 
estate,  the  commissioners  only  acquired  a  base  fee,  determinable 
on  failure  of  issue  of  the  bankrupt.  For  the  statute  only  enabled 
the  commissioners  to  make  such  a  title  as  the  bankrupt  himself 
might  have  made.  [And  it  has  been  decided  that  even  under  a 
joint  commission  issued  against  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  and 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  the  bargain  and  sale  of  .the  commis- 
sioners passed  no  more  than  the  estate  for  life  in  possession,  and 
a  base  fee  in  remainder. 

Thus  A.  being  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  in  tail  Jervis  v.  Tay- 
male,  with  remainder  over,  and  A.  and  B.  being  partners  in  trade,  ^«ir.3B.&Ald. 
became  bankrupts.    It  was  held  that  a  bargain  and  sale  under 


90 


And  to  forfeiture 
for  tretaoo. 


1 1nst.  393.  b. 
Plowd.  237. 
Vin.  Ab.  For- 
feit. C.  pi.  4. 


26Hen.8.c.U. 


Dowtie'f  Case, 
3  Rep.  10.  b. 


1  lost.  372.  b. 
Hawk.  P.  C. 
B.2.C.49. 


3  Ilep.2.b. 
Cro.Car.428. 


TUle  IL     EsidU  TaiL  Ck.  XL  s.  44—48. 

a  joiBt  eonunissioo  agaivit  them  vested  in  the  assignees  tke  life 
estate  of  A.,  and  a  base  fee  determinable  on  the  death  of  B.,  and 
failure  tyf  heirs  male  of  his  body.] 

46.  We  haw  seen  that  conditional  fees  were  liaUe  to  fiMrfei- 
tare  for  high  treason,  as  soon  as  the  donee  had  issue.  When  the 
statute  De  Donis  was  made,  it  was  resdTed  that  lands  entailed 
were  not  forfeited  for  treason,  beyond  the  life  of  the  tenant  in 
tail,  one  of  the  causes  of  this  statute  being  to  preserve  the  inhe- 
ritance in  the  blood  of  those  to  whom  the  gift  was  made,  not- 
witstanding  any  attainder*  But  this  ezemptioa  from  fiarfeitnre 
not  being  agreeable  to  the  rapacious  principles  of  Henry  VIIL 
he  had  the  address  to  procure  a  statute^  whereby  it  is  en* 
acted,  That  every  person  convicted  of  high  treason  ^  shall  lose 
and  forfeit  all  such  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  which 
any  such  offender  or  ofienders  shall  have  oi  an^f  estate  of 
inheritance,  in  use  or  possession,  by  any  right,  title,  or  means^ 
&c.  at  the  time  of  any  such  high  treason  committed,  or  any  time 
after.''  Saving  to  every  persou  and  persons,  their  heirs  and  ano- 
cessors  (other  than  the  offenders  in  any  treason,  thdur  heirs 
and  successors)  all  such  rights,  titles,  &c.  which  they  shall 
have  at  the  day  of  the  committing  such  treasons,  or  at  any  time 
afore* 

46.  The  statute  26  Hen.  8.  does  not  extend  to  attainders  by 
parliament,  or  where  the  party  stood  mute.  But  by  the  statute 
33  Hen.  8.  c.  20.  estates  tail  are  forfeited  by  all  manner  of  at- 
tainders of  treason.  And  the  actual  possession  of  the  lands  is 
also  tmnsferred  and  vested  in  the  crown  presently  by  the 
attainder. 

47.  By  the  statute  34  &  35  Hen.  8.  c.  20.  estates  tail  of  the 
gift  of  the  crown  were  protected  from  forfeiture  for  treason.  Bat 
by  the  stat.  6  &  6  Ed.  6.  the  former  statute  is  repealed,  as  to 
estates  tail  of  the  gift  of  the  crown,  which  are  again  made  foi^ 
feitable  for  tresson. 

48.  Lord  Coke  has  stated  the  eflfect  of  these  statutes  in  the 
following  words :  — **  If  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  or  that 
hath  a  right  of  entry,  be  attainted  of  high  treason^  the  estate 
tail  is  barred,  and  the  land  is  forfeited  to  the  king."  It  has 
however  been  determined,  that  where  a  tenant  in  tail,  with 
remainder  to  a  subject,  discontinues  his  estate  before  his  attainder, 
his  issue>  having  only  a  right  of  action,  is  not  affected  by  it.  Bat 
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wheire  the  immediate  reversion  is  in  the  arcmn,  the  tentnt  in  tail 
cannot  create  a  discontinuance;  so  that  a  right  of  entry  nmains 
in  the  issue,  which  is  forfeited  by  the  attainder. 

49.  By  the  attainder  for  high  treason  of  a  temnt  in  tail  in 
possession,  the  estate  tail  becomes  forfeited  tx>  the  citmn  during 
the  Hfe  of  the  tenant  in  tail  by  the  enacting  part  of  this  statute ; 
and,  in  consequence  of  the  exception  in  the  saving  clause,  it  also 
remains  in  the  crown  during  the  existence  of  the  h&ss  of  the 
body  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  of  all  such  of  his  collateral  b^rs  as 
would  have  been  inheritable  to  the  estate  tail,  if  tiiere  had  been 
no  attainder. 

50.  But  neither  the  estates  in  remainder,  nor  the  reversion, 
are  forfeited  by  the  attunder  of  the  person  having  the  preceding 
estate  tail :  therefore,  if  a  tenant  in  tail,  with  a  remainder  over, 
or  reversion  in  another  person,  is  attainted  of  high  treason,  the 
crown  wiH  thereby  only  acquire  a  base  fee,  as  long  as  there  are 
faeira  of  the  person  attaint^  capable  of  inheriting  the  estate  tail, 
if  there  had  been  no  attainder ;  and  upon  failure  of  such  heirs, 
the  remainder  man  or  reversioner  will  become  entitled,  as  being 
within  the  words  of  the  saving.  But  where  the  reversion  is  in 
the  crown,  all  will  be  forfeited. 

61.  The  statute  26  Hen.  8.  only  extends  to  cases  of  high  Butnotfor 
treason ;  therefore  as  to  felonies,  the  statute  De  Donis  still  ^  ^qJ^'o^  k 
remains  in  force ;  so  that,  by  attainder  of  felony,  estates  tail  are 
only  forfeited  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  in  tail ;  the  inheritance 
being  by  the  latter  statute  preserved  to  the  issue.    And  Lord  /<i.345.«. 
Coke  says,  if  tenant  in  tail  of  lands  holden  of  the  king  be  attainted 
of  felony,  and  the  king,  after  office,  seiseth  the  same,  the  estate 
tail  is  in  abeyance. 

52.  Estates  tail  had  not  existed  a  longtime  before  they  were  Modes  of  bur- 
found  to  be  productive  of  all  those  inconveniences  which  must  ^^ 
ever  attend  property  that  is  unalienable.  Thus  Lord  Coke  says —  6  Rep.  40.  b. 
<'  The  true  policy  of  the  common  law  was  overturned  by  the 
statute  De  Donis  Cofiditionalibus,  13  Ed.  1.,  which  established  a 
general  perpetuity,  by  act  of  parliament,  for  all  those  who  had 
or  would  have  it ;  by  force  whereof  all  the  possessions  in  Eng- 
land, in  effect,  were  entailed  accordingly ;  which  was  the  occa- 
sion and  cause  of  the  said  and  divers  other  mischiefs :  and  the 
same  was  attempted  and  endeavoured  to  be  remedied  at  divers 
parliaments ;  and  divers  bills  were  exhibited  accordingly,  (which 
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I  have  seen),  bat  they  were  always,  on  one  pretence  or  other, 
rejected.  But  the  truth  was,  that  the  lords  and  commons  know- 
ing  that  their  estates  tail  were  not  to  be  forfeited  for  felony  or 
treason,  as  their  estates  of  inheritance  were,  before  the  said  act, 
(and  chiefly  in  the  time  of  Henry  III.  in  the  barons*  wars) ;  and 
finding  that  they  were  not  answerable  for  the  debts  or  incum* 
brances  of  their  ancestors;  nor  did  the  sales,  alienations,  or 
leases  of  their  ancestors  bind  them,  for  the  lands  which  were 
entailed  to  their  ancestors  ;  they  always  rejected  such  bills. 

Vol.2,  p.  142.  63.  It  appears  from  the  rolls  of  parliament,  that  in  17  Edw.  III. 
the  commons  petitioned  the  king  that  the  statute  of  Westm.  2 
might  be  declared,  in  what  degree  the  issue  in  tail  might  alien ; 
to  which  his  majesty  answered,  that  the  law  formerly  used  in  this 
case  should  continue. 

64.  The  impossibility  of  obtaining  a  legislative  repeal  of  the 
Statute  De  Do9U$  induced  the  judges  to  adopt  various  modes  of 
evading  its  effects,  and  of  enabling  tenants  in  tail  to  charge  or 

i;n.8. 720.        ijien  their  estates.    The  first  of  these  was  founded  on  the  idea  of 

Tit.  32.  c  25.*    a  recompence  in  value ;  in  consequence  of  which  the  judges  held 

that  the  issue  in  tail  was  bound  by  the  warranty  of  his  ancestor, 
where  assets  of  equal  value  descended  to  him  from  such  warrant- 
ing ancestor* 

Tit  36.  36.  The  next  was,  that  a  feigned  recovery  should  bar  the  issue 

in  tail,  and  the  remainders  and  reversion ;  a  doctrine  established 
in  the  reign  of  Edward  IV.    The  last  was  by  the  Legislature, 

Tit  35.  who  made  two  acts  of  parliament  in  the  reigns  of  Henry  VII. 

and  Henry  VIIL,  by  which  a  fine  is  declared  to  be  a  bar  to  the 
issue  in  tail* 

Tit.  36.  c.  10.         36*  ^y  ^^  statute  34  8c  35  Hen.  8.  c.  20.  estates  tail  granted 

3&4WiU.4.    by  the  crown  as  a  reward  for  services  are  protected  from  the 

general  operation  of  fines  and  recoveries,  and  are  by  that  means 
rendered  absolutely  unalienable. 

67.  By  the  statute  42  G.  3.  c.  116.  s.  52.  tenant9  in  tail  are 
enabled  to  cpnvey  such  parts  of  their  estates  as  shall  be  deemed 
eligible  and  necessary  to  be  sold  for  the  redemption  of  the  land 
tax  charged  thereon>  by  deed  indented  and  enrolled,  or  registered 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  this  act,  in  which  it  is  declared  that 
every  such  deed  shall  be  as  effectual  as  if  the  tenant  in  tail  had 
levied  a  fine,  or  suffered  a  recovery  thereof. 

Finef  and  reco-       58.  [The  late  act  of  the  3  S^  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  for  abolishing 

wies  abolished. 
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fines  and  recoveries,  and  for  the  substitution  of  more  simple 
modes  of  conveyance,  has  made  most  important  alterations  in  the 
law  of  real  property,  (not  in  Ireland)  and  a  short  epitome  of  its  ^.92. 
leading  enactments  will  be  proper  in  this  place.  By  section  2» 
no  fine  or  recovery  can  be  levied  or  sufiered  after  the  Slst  day  of 
December,  1833.  By  sections  4,  6,  6,  salutary  provisions  are 
made  respecting  fines  and  recoveries  in  lands  of  the  tenure  of 
ancient  demesne,  and  which  will  remove  serious  objections  from 
many  titles  to  land  of  that  tenure.  By  sections  7  to  12  inclu-» 
sive,  provisions  are  inserted  for  curing  the  defects  of  fines  and 
recoveries  in  certain  cases.  The  14th  section  abolishes  all  future 
warranty  of  lands  as  a  bar  to  estates  tail  and  remainders  thereon. 
69.  By  the  16th  section,  after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833,  And  iiK>re  tim- 

^  .  ^  .  pie  modes  of 

every  actual  tenant  in  tail  (s.  1.)  whether  in  possession  remainder,  aaranince  sab- 
contingency,  or  otherwise,  is  empowered  (by  deed  enrolled  within  3'^  4  ^fu,  4, 
six  calendar  months  after  its  execution)  to  dispose  of  an  estate  in  ^  ^^* 

8«  40.  41. 

fee  simple,  or  any  less  estate  in  the  lands  entailed,  as  against  all  g!  21! 
persons  claiming  under  any  entail  vested  in  or  claimable  by  the 
tenant  in  tail  at  the  time  of  making  the  disposition,  and  against 
all  persons,  including  the  king,  having  estates  to  take  efiect 
after  or  in  defeasance  of  the  estate  tail.  By  s.  19.,  a  similar  pro- 
vision is  made  in  favour  of  a  person  having  a  base  fee,  who  would 
have  been  actual  tenant  in  tail  had  the  estate  tail  not  been  barred. 

60.  The  22d  and  following  sections,  down  to  the  37th  indu-  J^'JgJl^t?^ 
sive,  more  particularly  relate  to  the  person  who  is  designated  the 
protector  of  the  settlement,  by  which  the  estate  tail  is  created. 
The  owner  of  the  first  subsisting  estate  under  the  settlement, 
whether  for  years  determinable  on  life  or  lives,  or  any  greater 
estate,  not  being  an  estate  for  years,  prior  to  the  estate  tail,  is  to 
be  the  protector,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  lands  in  which  such  prior 
estate  shall  be  subsisting ;  notwithstanding  the  owner  of  such 
prior  estate  shall  have  disposed  of  or  incumbered  it.    An  estate 
by  curtesy  or  an  estate  by  way  of  resulting  use  or  trust  under 
the  same  settlement,  is  to  be  deemed  a  prior  estate  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause.    If  there  are  two  or  more  owners  of  such 
prior  estate,  each  is  to  be  the  sole  protector  as  to  his  share.    If  s.  23. 
a  married  woman  be  the  owner  of  such  prior  estate,  she  shall  be 
the  sole  protector,  if  the  estate  be  to  her  separate  use,  if  not,  she 
and  her  husband  shall  be  the  protector,  and  deemed  one  owner.  »•  24. 
Estates  confirmed  or  restored  by  settlement,  shall,  as  regards  the  >•  25. 
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protector  for  the  purposta  of  the  act,  be  deemed  sobskithig  ear 
tates  under  the  settleoMnt. 
s-  26.  ISTo  leasee  at  a  rent  is  to  be  protector. 

8. 27.  No  tenant  in  dower,  and  (except  in  the  case  fsS  a  trustee  in 
t.  31.              any  aettlement  made  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  who  would 

have  been  necessary  to  make  the  tenant  to  the  praecipe  for  aaflfer- 
ing  a  recovery  of  the  lands  thereby  entailed)  no  bare  trustee,  his 
heir,  ueontor,  administrator,  or  assign  as  audi,  shall  be  the 
protector. 

1. 28.  Where  there  shall  be  more  than  one  estate  prior  to  the  estats 

tail,  and  the  owner  of  tihe  prior  estate  shall,  by  either  of  the  two 
preceding  sections,  (36,  27),  be  disabled  from  being  protector* 
then  the  person,  if  any,  who,  if  such  estate  did  not  exist,  would 
be  the  protector  of  the  settlement,  shall  be  the  protector. 

s.  29.  When  an  estate  under  a  settlement  shaU  have  been  diapoaed 

of  before  the  Slat  of  December,  1833,  the  person,  who  in  respect 
of  sQch  estate,  would  have  been  the  party  to  make  the  tenant  to 
the  writ  for  suCering  a  recovery  of  the  lands  entailed  by  aach 
settlement,  shaQ»  during  the  continuance  of  such  estate  be  the 
protector. 

t.  30.  Where  a  person^  having  disposed  of  wholly  or  partially  an  e&* 

tate  in  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee,  would  have  been  the  pro- 
tector of  the  aettlement  entailing  the  lands  in  which  such  r&r 
mainder  or  reversion  may  be  subsisting,  atnd  would  thereby  be 
enabled  Ui  concur  in  barring  the  remainder  or  reversion,  (whidi 
he  could  not  have  done  if  he  had  not  become  such  protector) 
then  the  person  who  would  have  been  the  party  to  have  made 
the  tenant  to  the  writ  in  a  recovery  of  such  lands,  shall  (duriofl; 
the  continuance  of  the  estate  which  conferred  the  right  to  make 
such  tenant)  be  the  protector. 

The  33d  section  authorises  settlors  entailing  lands  to  appoint 
any  persons,  not  exceeding  three,  and  not  aliens,  to  be  protector 
of  the  settlement  in  lieu  of  the  person  who  would  otherwise  hare 
been  protector :  and  either  for  the  whole  or  part  of  the  period 
for  which  sach  person  would  have  been  the  protector ;  aad  by 
means  of  a  power  in  the  settlement  to  perpetuate,  during  the  whcde 
or  part  of  sach  period,  the  protectorship ;  and  for  that  purpose 
in  case  of  death  or  resignation  to  substitute  other  persons  in  e»e^ 
not  being jaliens;  the  number  of  persons  constituting  tlie  protector 
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not  to  exceed  three.    The  deed  appointing  the  protector  to  be 
enroUed  in  Chancery  within  six  months  after  execution. 

By  the  same  section  it  is  proyided,  that  the  pecson  who  wovld  s*  32. 
have  been  the  sole  protector,  but  for  that  clause,  may  be  one  of 
the  persons  appointed  to  be  protector,  and  unless  otherwise  di-< 
rected  by  the  settlor,  shall  act  as  the  sde  protectot,  if  the  others 
die  or  resign  and  no  substitute  be  appointed. 

Sec.  33.  Where  the  protector  of  a  settlement  shall  be  lunatic, 
idiot,  or  of  unsound  mind,  whether  so  found  by  inquisition  or  not, 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  Lord  Keeper,  or  Loids  Commissioners  for 
the  custody  of  the  Great  Seal,  or  other  person  entrusted  by  the 
king's  sign  manual  with  the  care  of  lunatics  shall  be  the  protec- 
tor. Where  the  protector  shall  be  convicted  of  treasoD  or  felony, 
or  any  person  not  being  the  owner  of  a  prior  estate  under  a  set^ 
tiement,  shall  be  protector  of  such  settlement,  and  shaD  be  an 
infant,  or  it  shall  be  uncertain  whether  the  protector  be  in  exi»* 
tence,  the  Court  of  Chancery  shall  bo  the  prslector.  Where  the 
settlor  shall  declare  that  the  person  who  would  otherwise  be  en- 
titled to  the  office  of  protectorshaH  not  be  the  protector,  and  shaH 
fail  to  sttbstitate  any  other  p^voa  to  be  the  protector,  then  the 
Court  of  Chancery  shall  be  due  protector.  Or  if  in  any  other  case 
where  there  shall  be  subsisting  under  a  settlement,  an  estate 
prior  to  an  estate  tail  under  the  same  settlement,  and  such  prior 
estate  shall  be  sufficient  to  qualify  the  owner  thereof  to  be  pro* 
tector  of  the  settlement,  and  there  shall  happen  at  any  tinne  to 
be  no  protector  of  the  settlement,  as  to  the  lands  in  which  this 
prior  estate  shall  be  subsisting,  then  the  Court  of  Chancery  shall, 
while  there  shall  be  no  such  protector,  and  the  prior  estate  shall 
be  subsisting,  be  the  protector  of  the  settlement  as  to  saeh 
lands. 

61.  The  act  having  declared  who  is  to  be  protector^  next  sfsoci*  Protector's con- 
fies  the  effect  of  his  consent,  or  noi>-concurrence.  ^^  * 

By  the  34th  section  it  is  enacted,  Tluit  if  an  actual  tmant  in  s.  34. 
tail,  not  entitled  to  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee^  shall  be  de* 
sirous  of  making  a  disposition  of  the  lands  entailed,  and  there 
shall  be  a  protector,  then  his  consent  shaH  be  requisite  to  enable 
the  actual  tenant  in  tail  to  make  an  absolute  disposition  of  lands 
to  the  full  extent  of  his  power  under  the  act;  but  suck  tenant  in 
tail  may,  without  the  protector's  consent,  convey  a  base  fee  good 


1 
•i 
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a^iainst.  aU  persons  claiming  under  any  entail  then  vested,  in'orr 
claimable  by  the  tenant  in  tail. 

*'  ^'  By  s.  35.  the  consent  of  the  protector  is  in  Uke  manner  inade 

requisite  to  enable  the  tenant  in  tail  to  enlarge  a  base  fee  into 
.  which  his  estate  tail  has  been  converted. 

t.  36. 37.  By  s.  36.  37.  it  is  enacted  that  the  protector  is  not  to  be  sub- 

ject to  control  in  the  exercise  of  his  power  of  consenting,  nor  to* 
the  rules  of  equity  in  relation  to  dealings  between  the  donee 
and  the  object  of  a  power. 

1.38.  Bys.  38.  it  is  provided  that  a  voidable  estate  created  by  a 

tenant  in  tail  in  favour  of  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
shall  be  confirmed  by  any  subsequent  disposition  under  the  act, 
other  than  a  lease  not  requiring  enrolment^  but  not  against  a  pur- 
chaser without  notice. 

Fonntofcoa-        62.  The  modes  of  assurance  by  which  dispositions  under  the 

die  act  ^^^  ^'^y  ^  made,  are  next  provided  for. 

The  40th  section  provides  that  every  disposition  of  lands  under 
the  act  by  a  tenant  in  taU  shall  be  effected  by  some  one  of  the 
assurances  (not  being  a  will)  by  which  such  tenant  in  tail  could 
have  made  a  disposition,  if  his  estate  were  an  estate  at  law  in 
fee  simple  absolute*  such  disposition  to  be  evidenced  by  deed  ; 
but  no  disposition  by  tenant  in  tail  resting  only  in  contract  either 
express  or  implied,  or  for  valuable  or  meritorious  consideration,  or 
not,  shall  be  of  any  force  under  the  act.  And  if  the  disposition 
be  by  a  feme  covert,  tenant  in  tail,  the  consent  of  her  husband  is 
necessary. 

Section  41.  provides  that  any  assurance  by  a  tenant  in  tail 
(except  a  lease  not  exceeding  21  years  at  a  rack  rent,  or  not 
less  than  five-sixths  of  a  rack  rent)  shall  be  inoperative  unless 
enrolled  in  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  exe- 
cution thereof. 

B.42.  63.  The  consent  of  the  protector  must  be  given  either  by  the 

tectorhowgra.  Bsme  assurance  by  which  the  disposition  of  the  tenant  in  tail  shall 

be  efiected,  or  by  a  distinct  deed  to  be  executed  either  on  or  at 
any  time  before  the  day  on  which  such  assurance  shall  be  made» 
otherwise  the  consent  will  be  void. 

8. 43.  The  consent  of  the  protector  when  given  by  a  distinct  deed, 

shall  be  considered  unqualified  unless  it  shall  refer  to  the  as* 
surance  and  confine  the  consent  to  the  disposition  thereby  made* 

^  44.  The  consent  of  the  protector  is  not  to  be  revocable. 
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A  married  woman,  if  protector,  may  give  her  consent  in  the  ^  45. 
«aine  manner  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole. 

Where  the  consent  of  the  protector  is  given  by  a  distinct  deed,  s.  46. 
it  will  be  void   unless  enrolled  with   or  before   the  principal 
assurance. 

The  jurisdiction  of  Courts  of  Equity  is  excluded  from  giving  s.47. 
way  effect  to  dispositions  by  tenants  in  tail^  or  consents  of  pro- 
tectors of  settlements,  which  in  courts  of  law  would  not  be  ef- 
fectual. 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  8cc.  when  protector,  is  empowered  to  s.  48  &  49. 
consent  to  a  disposition  by  tenant  in  tail,  and  to  make  such 
orders  as  shall  be  thought  necessary  ;  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, Sec.  to  be  evidence  of  consent. 

64.  The  fiftieth  and  four  following  sections  of  the  act  relate 

to  copyholds,  and  will  be  noticed  in  a  future  page.     Sections  55  Tit.  37.  c.  2. 
to  68  inclusive,  have  been  noticed  in  a  former  part  of  the  present  g "4™  &c. 
chapter.] 

65.  It  has  been  stated  that  money  agreed  or  directed  to  be  Aad  money 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  is  considered  in  equity  as  land,  ^^i^  ,[4. 
In  cases  of  this  kind  where  the  land  was  directed  to  be  conveyed  l^**'*;^?  ''• 

•'         Warwick. 

to  a  person  in  tail,  it  was  a  settled  rule  in  Chancery  that  where-  2  P.  Will.  171. 
ever  a  fine,  which  may  be  levied  at  any  time,  would  have  rendered 
the  party  absolute  owner  of  the  land,  he  was  entitled  to  receive 
the  money  immediately.  If  a  recovery,  which  can  only  be  suf- 
fered in  term  time,  was  necessary,  there  the  Court  of  Chancery 
would  direct  the  money  to  be  actually  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  land,  in  order  to  give  the  persons  in  remainder  their  chance 
of  the  first  tenant  in  tail's  dying  before  he  could  suffer  a  recovery. 

66.  By  the  statute  39  8c  40  Geo.  3.  c.  56.  reciting  the  prac- 
tice of  courts  of  equity,  as  stated  in  the  preceding  section,  it  is 
enacted,  that  courts  of  equity,  on  petition  of  the  first  tenant  in 
tail,  and  of  the  owner  or  owners  of  any  prior  particular  estate 
or  estates  being  adults,  or  of  femes  covert  being  separately 
examined,  may  order  such  money  to  be  paid  to  them,  or  applied 
as  they  shall  appoint. 

67.  Upon  a  petition  under  this  act,  by  a  tenant  for  hfe,  and   Lo^^n  r. 
the  first  of  several  tenants  in  tail  in  remainder.  Lord  Rosslyn  6  Ves.12.  d. 
said,  that  having  consulted  Lord  Kenyon,  Lord  Eldon,  and  the 

Master  of  the  Rolls,  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  act  should' 
be  executed,  they  had  agreed  that  it  would  be  proper  not  to 

VOL.  I.  H 
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order  the  moaey  to  be  pud  out  of  ooart,  till  soch  time  a&  the 
tenant  in  tail  might  actually  have  suffered  a  recovery  of  the 
land.  The  court  made  the  order :  but  directed  that  it  should 
have  no  effect,  unless  the  tenant  in  tail  should  be  living  on  the 
second  day  of  the  next  term. 
6  Vtt.ii6.676.      It  was  also  settled,  that  in  cases  of  this  kind  there  must  be  a 

8  Ves.  609 

reference  to  the  master  to  enqoire  whether  the  parties  had  in  any 
manner  incumbered   their  interests  in   the  money.     On   the 
further  construction  of  this  act,  see  the  case  of  Baynes  v. 
9  Ves.  462.        Baynes. 

68.  [The  above  act  of  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  56.  has  been  repealed 
and  its  provisions  altered  and  enlarged  by  the  7th  Geo.  4.  c.  45. 
The  latter  act  authorizes  the  Courts  of  Equity  or  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  upon  the  petition  of  persons  who  would  be  tenants  in 
tail  of  the  estates  to  be  purchased,  and  of  the  persons  whose  con- 
currence would  be  necessary  and  sufficient  to  enable  the  tenants 
in  tail  to  bar  their  estates  tail,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  all 
persons  in  remainder,  expectant  on  their  estates  tail,  such  peti- 
tioners  being  adults,  and    if  femes  covert  being  separately 
examined  and  consenting  (except  where  the  funds  are  less  than 
200/.  when  such  consent  is  unnecessary)  to  make  the  orders 
therein  mentioned  ;  (namely)  in  case  the  petition  be  presented  by 
tenants  in  tail  in  possession  of  the  hereditaments  to  be  purchased 
free  from  incumbrances,  or  by  tenants  of  the  first  estates  tail 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  owners  of  the  antecedent  par- 
ticular estates  or  charges,  to  order  the  money  to  be  paid  to  the 
petitioners  or  any  of  them,  or  to  be  applied  in  such  manner  as 
they  shall  appoint  and  the  court  approve :  and  in  case  sucb 
petition  be  presented  by  any  person  who  would  be  tenant  in  tail 
in  possession,  but  without  the  concurrence  of  all  persons  who 
would  be  entitled  to  any  charge  or  encumbrance  antecedent  to 
the  estate  tail ;  or  shall  be  presented  by  persons  who  would  be 
tenants  of  some  estate  tail  therein,  with  the  consent  of  the 
persons  whose  concurrence  would  be  necessary  and  sufficient  to 
enable  such  tenants  in  tail  to  bar  the  estates  tsil  and  all  rights 
and  interests  of  persons  in  remainder  after  such  estate  tail,  but 
without  tlie  concurrence  of  all  persons  who  would  be  entitled  to 
particular  estates  or  encumbrances  upon  the  said  hereditaments 
antecedent  to  such  estate  tail,  to  declare  that  such  estate  tail 
and  all  remainders,  8cc.  thereon  expectant  shall  be  barred ;  and 
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to  order  that  the  estates,  when  purchased  with  the  money  sub-  Ja  Re  siicock's 
jeet  to  the  trust,  shall  be  settled  (sabjeet  to  the  uses,  estates,  ?r^369. 
and  interests  antecedent  to  such  estate  tail)  to  the  use  of  the 
persons  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  such  estate  tail  their 
heirs  and  assigns. 

69«  The  above  statute  of  the  7th  Geo.  4.  c.  45.  has  (except  as 
to  proceedings,  oommenced  before  the  Ist  of  January,  1834)  been 
repealed  by  the  late  statute  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries 
and  other  enactments  have  been  substitoted. 

70.  By  the  7l8t  section  of  the  latter  act  it  is  provided  that  3&4WU1.4. 
land  to  be  sold  of  freehold,  leasehold,  or  any  other  tenure  where  ^'^^' 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  thereof  shall  be  subject  to  invest- 
ment in  the  purchase  of  lands  (g)  to  be  settled,  so  that  any  person, 
if  the  lands  were  purchased,  would  have  an  estate  tail  therein, 
and  also  money  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  be  so 
settled,  shall,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  act,  be  treated  as  the  lands 
to  be  purchased,  and  be  considered  subject  to  the  same  estates 
as  the  lands  to  be  purchased  would,  if  purchased,  have  been  actu- 
ally subject  to ;  and  that  all  the  previous  clauses  of  the  act,  so  far 
as  circumstances  will  admit,  shall  in  the  case  of  lands  to  be  sold  as 
thereinbefore  mentioned  of  any  tenure,  (except  copyhold)  apply 
to  such  lands,  as  if  the  lands  to  be  purchased  with  the  money  to 
arise  from  the  sale  thereof,  were  directed  to  be  freehold,  and  were 
actually  purchased  and  settled ;  and  shall,  in  case  of  the  lands  to 
be  sold  being  copyhold,  apply  to  such  lands  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  lands  to  be  purchased  with  the  money  to  arise  from  the 
sale  thereof  were  directed  to  be  copyhold,  and  were  actually  pur- 
chased and  settled ;  and  in  case  of  money  to  be  invested  in  land, 
to  be  so  settled,  shall  apply  to  such  money  as  if  directed  to  be 
invested  in  freehold  lands,  and  such  lands  were  actually  pur- 
chased and  settled ;  with  the  exception  that  in  every  case  where 
dispositions  under  that  clause  shall  be  made  of  leaseholds  for 
years  or  money  so  circumstanced  as  above,  such  leaseholds  or 
money  shall  be  deemed  personalty ;  and  (except  in  case  of  bank- 
ruptcy) such  disposition  thereof  shall  be  made  by  assignment, 
by  deed  enrolled  within  six  calendar  months  after  execution ;  and 
in  case  of  bankruptcy,  such  disposition  shall  be  made  by  the 
commissioner  and  enrolled,  as  before  required  in  regard  to  lands 
not  copyhold. 

(g)  See  MC.  1  of  the  act,  where  thii  expraision  applies  to  lands  in  Ireland. 

H    ? 
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71.  Sections  77  to  80,  apply  to  dispositioiis  under  the  act  by 
married  women,  who  are  thereby  empowered  with  their  husbands' 
consent,  to  dispose  of  lands  and  money  to  be  invested  in  lands, 
and  to  release  and  extinguish  powers,  8lc  2iS  femes  soles ;  and 
every  disposition  by  a  married  woman  (not  executed  by  her  as 
protector)  is  to  be  acknowledged  by  her  before  a  judge  of  one  of 
the  superior  courts  at  Westminster,  a  Master  in  Chancery,  two 
of  the  perpetual  or  two  special  commissioners  under  the  act,  and 
who  are  required  to  examine  her  apart  from  her  husband. 
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TITLE  III. 


ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 


CHAP.  I. 


Nature  of  an  Estate  for  Life,  and  its  Incidents. 

CHAP.  II. 
Wa$te  hy   Tenants  for  Lifo. 


Sect.    1.  DeMcripium  qf, 
2.  How  created. 
9.  Held  of  the  Grantor, 
10.  NotJntaOabU. 
14.  Sukject  to  Merger, 
16.  TentmU  for  Life  eutiiled  to 

Estovert, 
21.  And  to  Emblementt, 

26.  May  pray  in  Aid. 

27.  Not  bound  to  pay  offlneum- 

brancee, 

28.  But    muet   keep    down   the 

Jntereet, 


Sect.  29.  When  they   may  keep  the 

Title  Deede. 

S2.  May  alien  their  Estates,  And, 

when  conelructiveTrusteet, 

may  convey  the  whole  fee. 

55.  What  Acts  amount  to  a  For- 

feiture. 
4S.  General  Occupancy. 
45.  Estates  poor  auter  vie  vest 

in  Executors. 
48.  Special  Occupancy. 

56.  Ecclesiastical    Persons    are 

qaasi  Tenants  for  Life. 


Section  I. 

An  estate  for  life  is  a  freehold  interest  in  lands,  the  duration  of  Deicription  of. 
which  is  confined  to  the  life  or  lives  of  some  particular  person  or 
persons ;  or  to  the  happening  or  not  happening  of  some  uncer- 
tain event  It  is  in  most  respects  similar  to  ^the  ususfructus  of 
the  civil  law,  which  is  thus  defined  in  Justinian's  institutes^* — 
Ususfouctus  est  jus  alienis  rebus  utendijruendi,  salvd  rerum  sub-  Lib.  2.  Tit.  4. 
stantia.  For  the  tenant  for  life  has  a  right  to  the  possession,  and 
annual  produce  of  the  land,  during  the  continuance  of  his  estate ; 
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How  created. 


1  lost  41.  b. 


Holmui  V. 

£ztOD, 

Caith.  246. 
Vide  nt^L 
6  Ado.  c.  18. 
2  Cox.  R.  373. 


1  lost.  42.  a. 
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without  having  the  proprietas,  that  is,  the  absolute  property  and 
inheritance  of  the  land  itself,  which  is  vested  in  some  other 
person. 

2.  Estates  for  life  are  of  two  sorts ;  either  expressly  created  by 
deed,  or  some  other  legal  assurance  :  or  deriving  their  existence 
from  the  operation  of  some  principle  of  law. 

3.  The  first  of  these,  which  forms  the  subject  of  the  present 
Title,  arises  where  lands  are  conveyed  to  a  man  for  the  terms  of 
his  own  life,  or  that  of  any  other  person,  or  for  more  lives  than 
one;  in  all  which  cases  he  is  called  tenant  for  life,  except  where 
he  holds  for  the  life  of  another,  when  he  is  called  tenant /Kwr 
auter  vie.  And  where  a  person  having  an  estate  for  his  or  her 
own  life,  either  by  express  limitation,  or  by  the  operation  of  some 
principle  of  law,  grants  it  over,  the  grantee  becomes  the  tenant 
pour  autre  vie. 

4.  If  lands  are  conveyed  to  a  person  for  his  own  life,  and  that 
of  A.  and  B.,  the  grantee  has  an  estate  of  freehold,  determinable 
on  his  own  death  and  the  deaths  of  A.  and  B. ;  nor  can  there  be 
any  merger  of  the  freehold,  during  the  lives  of  A.  and  B.  into  the 
estate  which  the  lessee  has  for  his  own  life ;  because,  though  an 
estate  for  a  man's  own  life  is  greater  than  an  estate  for  the  life 
of  any  other  person,  yet  here  the  lessee  has  not  two  distinct 
estates  in  him,  bat  only  one  freehold,  circumscribed  with  that 
limitation  as  the  measure  of  its  continuance. 

5.  By  the  statute  13  Cha.  2.  c.  6.  s.2.  It  is  enacted  that  if 
the  persons  for  whose  lives  estates  are  granted  shall  go  abroad, 
and  no  sufficient  proof  be  made  that  they  are  alive ;  in  any 
action  commenced  for  the  recovery  of  the  lands  by  the  lessors  or 
reversioners,  the  judge  shall  direct  the  jury  to  give  their  verdict 
as  if  the  person  so  remaining  abroad  were  dead.  And  it  has  been 
held  that  a  remainder-man  is  within  this  statute. 

6.  The  estates  for  life  mentioned  in  the  preceding  sections 
will  generally  endure  as  long  as  the  life  or  lives  for  which  they 
are  granted.  But  there  are  some  estates  for  life  which  may 
determine  upon  future  contingencies,  before  the  death  of  the  per- 
son to  whom  they  are  granted. 

7.  Thus  if  an  estate  be  given  to  a  woman,  dum  sola/uerit,  or 
durante  viduitatef  or  to  a  man  and  a  woman  during  coverture,  or 
as  long  as  the  grantee  shall  dwell  in  a  particular  house :  in  all 
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these  cases  the  grantees  have  estates  for  life,  determinable  upon 
the  happeninf;  of  these  events. 

8.  If  a  manor,  generally  worth  10/.  a  year»  be  granted  to  a  per- 
son till  he  has  received  out  of  it  100/. ;  this  will  give  him  an 
estate  for  life ;  for  as  the  profits  are  uncertaini  and  may  rise  and 
fall,  no  precise  time  can  be  fixed  for  the  determination  of  the 
estate. 

9.  Tenants  for  life  hold  of  the  grantors  by  fealty,  and  such  HekloftiM 
other  reservations  as  are  contained  in  the  deed  by  which  the     ^^ 
estate  is  created.     Where  there  is  no  reservation,  they  hold  by 

fealty  only ;  this  estate  not  being  comprehended  within  the  pro-  Lit.  s.  132. 
visions  of  the  statute  Quia  Emptores,  Disnrt.  c.  2. 

10.  An  estate  for  life  is  not  capable  of  being  entailed  under  Not  entailable 
the  statute  De  Doms:  for  all  estates  tail  must  be  estates  of  inhe- 
ritance.   Therefore,  where  an  estate  for  life  or  lives  is  limited  to  Tit.2.c.  i. 

t.  24. 

a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  latter  words  only  operate 

as  a  description  of  the  persons  who  shall  take  as  special  occu-  Lowv.B«noo, 

3  P  Will.  202. 

pants  daring  the  life  or  lives  for  which  the  estate  is  held ;  and  Ezj>arteSteni«, 

the  grantee  takes  the  absolute  property,  which  he  may  dispose  morr'v!mo» 

of  by  deed.  l  Mer.  654. 

1 1 .  Mr.  Yates  being  entitled  to  lands  under  a  lease  for  three  Grey  v.  Man- 
lives,  from  the  bishop  of  Winchester,  conveyed  the  same  in  con-  ^1^329.*^*''  * 
sideration  of  marriage,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  during  the 

said  lives,  in  trust  for  the  intended  husband,  Sir  Francis  Man- 
nock  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail.  By  a 
subsequent  settlement  the  estate  was  limited  to  Sir  W.  Man- 
nock  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male, 
with  remainders  over.  By  indenture  reciting  the  last  settlement, 
and  that  Sir  W.  M.  was  seised  of  the  said  leasehold  premises  of 
and  in  an  estate  of  descendible  freehold,  he  covenanted  to  levy  a 
fine  sur  concessit  of  the  said  premises,  to  the  use  of  Sir  W.  M., 
his  heirs  and  assigns.  A  fine  was  levied  accoixiingly ;  and  Sir 
W.  M.  surrendered  the  old  lease,  and  took  a  new  one,  which  he 
devised  to  trustees  in  trust  to  sell.  A  contract  for  sale  having 
been  entered  into,  the  bill  was  filed  for  a  specific  perfonoance. 

Lord  Henley  — **  This  is  a  descendible  freehold,  not  intailable 
within  the  statute  De  Donis,  and  therefore  no  common  recovery 
could  be  suffered  of  it :  but  the  person  who  would  have  been 
tenant  in  tail,  had  it  been  an  inheritance,  is  entitled  to  the  abso- 
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lute  ownership.    It  is  like  the  case  at  common  law  of  a  condi- 
tional fee,  which  became  absolute  by  the  party's  having  issue.'* 
It  was  decreed  that  the  contract  should  be  carried  into  execution. 
Blake  v.  Blake,       12.  R.  Blake  devised  a  lease  for  three  lives  to  trustees^  in 
10.        -    ^  *  trust  for  his  son  R.  Blake,  and  the  heirs  male  of  bis  body  ;  and 

in  case  he  should  die  without  issue,  then  for  the  plaintiff,  his 

other  son,  in  like  manner.    R.  Blake  the  son  surrendered  the  old 

lease,  and  took  a  new  one  for  three  lives,  to  him  and  his  heirs. 

R.  Blake  the  son  died  without  issue,  having  by  his  will  disposed 

of  the  lease.    A  bill  was  filed  by  his  second  son  to  have  the 

benefit  of  the  new  lease ;  insisting  that  the  surrender  of  the  old 

lease,  and  the  taking  of  the  new  one,  were  not  sufficient  to  bar 

the  limitation  to  the  second  son ;  and  that  those  claiming  under 

R.  Blake  the  son  ought  to  be  declared  trustees  of  the  new  lease 

for  the  plaintiff. 

S.  C.  1  Cox't         The  Court  of  Exchequer  was  of  opinion  that  R.  Bfake  the  son 

Biatev.LaztoD,  being  tenant  in  tail,  (a)  a  court  of  equity  could  not  have  called 

iTsT^''*^^     upon  him  to  have  declared  such  a  trust  in  his  lifetime;  that 

there  was  no  stronger  equity  against  his  representatives ;  and 
dismissed  the  bill. 
Doe  o.  Laxton,  13.  This  doctrine  was  fully  confirmed  by  Lord  Kenyon,  who 
6  erm  .  9  .  ^^^  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  a  person  having  an  estate  of 
Campbell  v.  ^^^  ^^"^  might  dispose  of  it  by  will.  But  Lord  Redesdale  has 
San^,  Scho.    g^j^j  he  could  find  no  decision  that  at  all  warranted  Lord  IL's 

and  L^f.  Vol.  I. 

294.  dictum*    That  he  found  from  his  note  of  the  case  of  Blake  v. 

I  Ball  &  Be.  *  Blake,  that  though  the  estate  was  devised,  the  argument  did  not 

mm 

turn  on  the  will,  nobody  conceiving  that  the  estate  would  pass  by 
341.11.  it,  if  the  quan  estate  tail  subsisted  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Sabject  to  ^^'  ^^  estate  for  life  is  subject  to  merge  in  the  inheritance ; 

u?t''338  b     therefore,  whenever  the  tenant  for  life  acqui|;es  the  absolute 
See  Tit.  39.       property  or  inheritance  of  the  lands,  his  estate  becomes  merged 

or  drowned  in  the  fee  simple. 
Dyer  10  b.  15.  An  estate  pour  auter  vie  will  also  merge  in  an  estate  for  a 

Seeltt.'39.'  '    ^^^'^  <>^^  ^^^^v  ^^  latter  being  [to  him]  the  more  valuable  [and 

in  legal  contemplation  the  greater  estate.]  Thus,  if  an  estate  be 
limited  to  a  person  for  the  life  of  another,  remainder  to  himself 
for  his  own  life,  the  first  estate  is  merged. 

Teoanufor  ]6.  Every  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  estovers;  that  is,  to 

life  entitled  to  ;;  ,        ,  .   ,    ,  ,  i      ,       , 

ettoren.  allowance  of  necessary  wood,  which  he  may  lake  upon  the  land, 

(a)  This  must  be  a  mistake ;  he  was  qtuisi  tenant  in  taiU — ^Note  by  Mr.  Cruise. 
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without  any  assignment,  unless  restrained  by  special  covenants ; 

(or  modus  et  conventio  vincunt  legem:  but  affirmative  covenants  iId8L41.  b. 

do  not  restrain. 

17.  Spelman  says  the  word  estovers,  estovenumy  is  derived  Gloss. 
from  the  French  word  estoffe,  material ;  it  is  used  in  this  sense 

in  the  statute  Westm.  2.  c.  25.  which  gives  an  assise  of  novel 
disseisin  de  estovertis  bosci.    It  is  called  botes  in  the  Saxon  Ian-  ^  jngt.41  b. 
guage,  and  is  divided  into  three  sorts ;  house  bote,  which  is  two-  ^3  ^P*  ^- 
foldy  estoverium  ardendi  et  ad^candi;  plough  bote,  estoverium 
arandi ;  and,  lastly,  hay  bote,  estoverium  claudendi. 

18.  It  was  resolved  in  28  Hen.  8.  that  where  a  lessor  cove-  j)   ^  19  b 
nanted  with  a  lessee  that  he  should  have  thorns  for  hedges,  by  Hob.  173. 
the  assignment  of  the  lessor's  bailiff;  the   lessee  might  cut 
thorns  without  assignment,  for  what  the  law  gives  by  implication 

in  the  lease,  that  he  may  take  without  assignment ;  otherwise 
where  the  lessee  covenants  negatively,  that  he  will  not  take  with- 
out assignment. 

19.  Tenants  for  life  may  cut  down  timber  trees,  at  seasonable  1  iDst.53.b. 
times,  for  the  reparation  of  houses  or  fences :  but  a  tenant  for  yln^b.  Wasu 
life  cannot  cut  down  timber  to  build  new  houses,  or  to  repair^  ^* 

those  that  he  himself  has  improperly  suffered  to  fall  into  decay* 
And  where  he  cuts  down  more  timber  than  is  necessary,  it  is 
waste,  though  he  asserts  that  he  cut  it  down  to  employ  it  in 
future  reparations. 

20.  In  an  action  of  waste,  for  cutting  down  three  hundred  Gorgesv.Stan- 
oaks,  the  defendant,  as  to  two  hundred  of  them,  pleaded  that  ^ /  ^'  "' 
the  houses  let  to  him  were  ruinous,  &c.  and  that  he  cut  them  down 

to  repair  those  houses ;  as  to  the  residue,  that  he  cut  them  down, 
and  kept  them  to  b<B  used  in  reparations,  tempore  opportuno,  &c. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  in  law  :  but  the  Court  held  it  no  plea ; 
for  if  it  should,  every  farmer  might  cut  down  all  the  trees  grow- 
ing on  the  land,  when  there  was  not  any  necessity  of  reparations. 
As  to  waste  by  tenants  for  life,  it  will  be  treated  of  in  the  next 
chapter. 

21.  Where  a  tenant  for  life  dies  before  harvest  time,  his  exe-  j^^  ^  embie- 
cutors  will  be  entitled  to  the  crops  then  growing  on  the  lands,  as  meau. 

a  return  for  the  labour  and  expense  of  tilling  and  sowing  the 
ground ;  which  the  law  calls  emblements. 

22.  This  rule  extends  to  every  case  in  which  the  estate  for  life 
determines  by  the  act  of  God,  or  the  act  of  law :  but  not  where 
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it  18  determined  by  the  act  of  the  tenant.  Thus,  if  a  womaii 
who  holds  lands,  durante  viduitate,  which  is  an  estate  for  life, 
sows  them,  and  afterwards  marries,  she  will  not  be  entitled  to 
emblements,  because  her  estate  determined  by  h^  own  act. 

23.  If  an  estate  be  made  to  a  husband  and  wife  during  corer* 
ture^  and  the  husband  sows  the  land,  and  afterwards  they  are 
divorced  catisA  pngcontractus,  the  husband  will  be  entitled  to 
emblements.  For  although  the  suit  is  the  act  of  the  party, 
yet  the  sentence  which  dissolves  the  marriage  is  the  judgment 
of  the  law ;  et  judicium  redditur  in  invitum. 

24  If,  however,  a  person  seised  in  fee  of  land  sows  it  with 
grain,  and  after  grants  it  to  one  for  life,  remainder  over  to  an- 
other, and  the  first  grantee  dies  before  severance,  the  person  in 
remainder  shall  have  the  com,  and  not  the  executors  of  the  first 
grantee ;  for  the  reason  of  industry  and  charge  is  wanting. 

26.  The  word  emblements  only  extends  to  such  vegetables  as 
yield  an  annual  profit ;  so  that  if  a  person  who  is  tenant  for  life 
plants  fruit  trees,  or  oaks,  ashes,  or  elms,  &c.  or  sows  the  ground 
with  acorns,  his  executors  will  not  be  entitled  to  them.  But  if  a 
tenant  for  life  dies  in  August,  before  severance  of  hops,  his  exe* 
cutors  shall  have  them,  though  growing  on  ancient  roots. 

This  determination  was  probably  on  account  of  the  great  ex- 
pence  of  cultivating  the  ancient  roots. 

26.  In  all  real  actions,  a  tenant  for  life  may  pray  in  aid,  or 
call  for  the  assistance  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  inheritance, 
to  defend  his  title ;  because  the  tenant  for  life  is  not  generrily 
supposed  to  have  in  his  custody  the  evidences  necessary  to 
establish  the  right  to  the  inheritance. 

27.  A  tenant  for  life  is  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  any 
principal  sums  charged  on  the  inheritance :  therefore  where  he 
pays  off  an  incumbrance  of  this  kind,  he  becomes  a  creditor  on 
the  estate  for  the  sum  so  paid ;  for  otherwise  he  must  be  sup- 
posed to  have  paid  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
inheritance:  but  if  a  tenant  for  life  does  any  act  which  shews 
an  intention  of  paying  off  the  charge  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhe- 
ritance, he  will  not  in  that  case  be  deemed  a  creditor. 

28.  Tenants  for  life  are,  however  bound  to  keep  down  the  in- 
terest of  all  incumbrances  effecting  the  inheritance.  And  it  has 
been  lately  determined  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  an  estate 
for  life  must  be  applied,  not  only  in  payment  of  all  interest  due 
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dviiiig  the  potseBsion  of  the  tenmnt  for  life,  but  alao  of  atl  interest  Peorhyn  «. 

"  Hughes,  6  Vet* 

due  before  the  commencement  of  that  estate.  99. 

29.  Although  erery  person  having  a. freehold  interest  has  a  h^fTTvanJk 
right  to  the  custody  of  the  title  deeds ;  yet  Lord  Hardwicke  has  ^*  i*^^* 
said,  it  was  the  common  practice  for  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  keep  die  u^^^ 
direct  the  title  deeds  to  be  taken  from  the  tenant  for  life,  and  «  p  V'li  477 
deposited  in  Court,  for  the  security  of  the  persons  entitled  to  1  Atk.  431. 
the  inheritance. 

30.  In  a  case  where  the  title  deeds  of  an  estate  had  been  sent  Webb  v.  Lord 
to  a  master  in  chancery  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  title  to  a  1  Eden.  a. ' 
part  directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  tenant  for  life,  after  the  sale, 

had  obtained  an  order  that  they  should  be  delirered  to  him ;  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  inheritance  moved  the  Court  of  Chancery 
to  discharge  that  order.  Lord  Henley  refused  the  motion,  ob- 
serving it  was  his  opinion  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  have  the 
deeds,  except  when  brought  into  court,  under  an  order  for  safe 
custody. 

31.  It  is  however  laid  down  in  a  modern  case,  that  although  Hicks «.  Hkiu, 

.  *      Dick  650. 

when  title  deeds  are  in  the  hands  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  will  not  take  them  from  him ;  yet  when  they  are  in 
other  hands,  the  Court  will  not  order  them  to  be  delivered  to 
him.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  said  that  when  the  tenant  for  ^^^  «•  PMnog* 
life  was  satisfied,  and  did  not  care  about  the  deeds,  but  the  re- 
mainder man  was  not  satisfied,  the  Court  would  take  care  of 
them,  and  not  leave  them  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person.  And 
in  a  late  case  Lord  Eldon  directed  the  title  deeds  of  an  estate  to 
be  delivered  out  of  Court,  upon  the  application  of  trustees  and 
tenant  for  life,  on  the  authority  of  Lord  Henley,  (b)  Ant§,  s.  30. 

(fr)  [The  foUowing  obtervations  and  references  to  cases  on  the  subject  of  the  custodj 
of  title  deeds  by  tenants  for  life,  may  not  be  unacceptable  to  the  student. 

Eyeiy  tenant  for  life  has  prima  faeU  a  right  to  hold  the  title  deeds  of  the  estate.  FoM 
V.  Peering,!  Yes.  jun.  72. 76.  Strode  v.  Blackbourne,  3  Ves.  225.  Bowles  v,  Stewart, 
1  Seho.  and  Lef.  209. 223.  Where,  therefore,  a  father  is  tenant  for  life,  and  his  son 
tenant  in  tail  or  in  fee,  and  there  are  no  interests  in  strangers,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  not,  it  seems,  from  the  cases  next  cited,  take  the  title  deeds  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
father.  Pyncent  v.  Pyncent,  3  Atk.  570.  Lord  Lempster  «•  Lord  Pomfret,  Amb.  164. 
Webb  V.  Lord  Lymington,  1  Eden,  8.  Tourle  v.  Rand,  2Bro.  C.  C.  652.  Duncombe 
V.  Mayer,  8  Yes.  320.  Churchill  v.  Small,  ib.  322 ;  unless  there  be  evidence  of 
spoliation.  Dixies  v.  Hilary,  Cary,  26, 7.  Ed.  1820.  Crop  v.  Norton,  2  Atk.  74. 76. 
Smith  «.  Cooke,  3  ib.  378. 381.  Ford  o.  Peering,  1  Yes.  jun.  72.  78,  and  see  Fapillon 
V.  Voice,  2  P.  Will.  476. 

But  when  the  tenant  for  lifii  is  a  stranger  to  the  remainder-man  whose  estate  is  imme- 
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32.  Every  tenant  for  life  has  a  right  to  the  full  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  landy  and  of  all  its  annual  profits,  during:  the  conti- 
nuance of  his  estate.  He  has  also  the  power  of  alienating  his 
whole  estate  and  interest,  or  of  creating  out  of  it  any  less  estate 
than  his  own,  unless  he  is  restrained  by  condition.  But  if  a 
tenant  for  life  attempts  to  create  a  greater  estate  than  his  own, 
it  must  necessarily  be  void,  upon  the  principle  that  nemo  dot 
quod  nan  habet.  If,  however,  the  person  entitled  to  the  inheri- 
tance is  a  party  to  the  deed,  there  the  tenant  for  life  may  join 
with  him  in  conveying  away  the  entire  inheritance. 

[Where  an  estate  has  been  contracted  to  be  sold,  and  the 
vendor  dies  before  the  completion  of  the  purchase,  having  de- 
vised the  estate  in  settlement  to  one  for  life,  or  other  limited  in- 
terest, with  remainders  over,  and  the  specific  performance  is 
decreed,  the  tenant  for  life,  or  other  limited  interest  is  empowered 
by  the  1  Will.  4.  c.  60.  sec.  17.  to  convey  the  whole  fee  or  other 
interest  contracted  to  be  sold,  or  in  such  manner  as  the  Court 
shall  direct;  and  such  conveyance  is  made  as  effectual  as  if  the 
party  conveying  were  seised  in  fee.  The  above  act,  section  18, 
applies  to  other  constructive  trusts  as  well  as  in  the  preceding 
instance,  and  also  to  resulting  trusts.] 

33.  Estates  for  life  are  still,  in  some  respects,  considered  as 
strict  feuds,  being  forfeitable  for  many  of  the  causes  for  which 
feuds  were  formerly  forfeited.  Thus  where  a  tenant  for  life  takes 
upon  him  to  convey  a  greater  estate  or  interest  than  that  which 
he  has,  whereby  the  estate  in  remainder  or  the  reversion  is  di- 

diately  expectant  upon  the  estate  for  life,  the  Court  will,  on  the  petition  of  the  remainder- 
man, without  evidence  of  spoliation,  order  the  deeds  for  safe  custody.  Ivie  v.  liie, 
1  Atk.  430.  Pyncent  v.  Pyncent,  3  ib.571.  Lord  Lempster  o.  Lord  Pomfret,  Amb. 
154 :  unless  the  remainder  be  remote.  Ivie  v.  Ivie,  vhi  supra,  Joy  v,  Joy,  2  Eqa. 
Cas.  Abr.  284,  or  contingent,  ib.  and  Noel  v.  Ward,  1  Mad.  329. 
^  In  the  case  of  a  jointress  or  dowress,  the  Court  i%ill,  on  confirmation  of  her  jointure 
or  dower,  order  her  to  deliver  up  title  deeds  to  the  person  next  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion, Petie  o.  Petre,  3  Atk.  511.  and  Ed.  (n.)  Tourle  v.  Rand,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  652. 
Senhouse  v.  Earl,  2  Ves.  sen.  450.  Leech  t;.  Trollop,  ib.  662.  Ford  v.  Peering; 
1  Ves.  jun.  76. 

With  respect  to  the  custody  of  title  deeds  as  between  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  the 
feoffee  to  uses  before  the  statute  of  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the 
deeds,  and  so  it  would  seem  by  analogy,  and  for  similar  reasons  the  trustee  who  has  the 
whole  legal  fee  in  him  since  the  statute,  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  deeds.  Lady 
ShafUbury  v.  Arrowsmith,  4  Ves.  67.  72.  Harper  v.  Faulder,  4  Mad.  129.  Bat 
upon  the  application  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  apprehending  spoliation,  the  Court  would, 
upon  the  authorities  before  cited,  order  the  deeds  for  safe  custody.] 
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vested,  such  conveyance  will  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate 
for  life ;  because  it  is  a  renunciation  of  the  feudal  connection  be- 
tween  him  and  his  lord  ;  and  the  person  in  remainder  or  the  re- 
versioner may  enter  for  the  forfeiture. 

34.  Alienations  of  this  kind  may  be  either  by  deed  or   by  i  Inst  251.  a^ 
matter  of  record.  I.  By  deed,  as  if  a  tenant  for  life  makes  a  feoff- 
ment in  fee  to  a  stranger,  it  is  a  forfeiture.    So  if  there  be  tenant  Tit.  33.  c.  4. 
for  life,  remainder  to  another  for  life,  and  both  join  in  a  feoffment 

in  fee  to  a  stranger,  it  is  a  forfeiture  of  both  their  estates. 

35.  If  baron  and  feme,  tenants  for  life,  make  a  feoffment,  this  ioyin.Ab.37i. 
is  a  forfeiture  during  the  coverture.    So  were  the  baron  is  seised 

in  right  of  his  wife,  and  the  baron  and  feme  make  a  feoffment, 
it  is  the  same  where  the  baron  alone  makes  a  feoffment.  But  in 
all  these  cases  it  shall  not  be  any  forfeiture  against  the  wife  after 
the  death  of  her  husband. 

36.  There  are,  however,  several  modem  modes  of  assurance,  xit.  32.  c.  lo. 
which  do  not  divest  the  estates  in  remainder  or  the  reversion  ; 

and,  therefore,  have  not  the  effect  of  creating  a  forfeiture  of  an 
estate  for  life. 

37.  11.  By  matter  of  record,  as  where  a  tenant  for  life  levies  a  Tit.  35, 36. 
fine,  or  suffers  a  common  recovery,  such  assurances  will  generally 
operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate ;  unless  the  person  in  re- 
mainder or  reversion  is  a  party  to  them. 

38.  Tenant  for  life  may  also  forfeit  his  estate  by  disclaiming 
to  hold  of  his  lord,  or  by  affirming,  or  impliedly  admitting  the 
reversion  to  be  in  a  stranger,  upon  the  feudal  principle,  that  if  Dissert,  c  i. 
the  vassal  denied  the  tenure,  he  forfeited  his  feud.     This  denial 

may  be  when  the  vassal  claims  the  reversion  himself,  or  accepts 
a  gift  of  it  from  a  stranger,  or  acknowledges  it  to  be  in  a  stranger  ; 
for  in  all  these  cases  he  denies  that  he  holds  his  lands  of  the  lord. 
But  as  by  the  feudal  law,  the  vassal  was  to  be  convicted  of  this 
denial ;  so  in  the  English  law  those  acts  which  plainly  amount  Bac.  Ab.  Est 
to  a  denial  must  be  done  in  a  court  of  record,  to  make  them  a  °'  ^  ^'  * 
forfeiture,  because  such  act  of  denial  appearing  on  record,  is 
equivalent  to  a  conviction  upon  solemn  trial.  All  other  denials 
that  might  be  used  by  great  lords  for  trepanning  their  tenants, 
and  for  a  pretence  to  seize  their  estates,  were  by  our  law  rejected ; 
for  such  convictions  might  be  obtained  without  any  just  cause : 
but  the  denial  of  the  tenure  upon  record  could  never  be  counter- 
feited or  abused  to  any  injustice. 
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39.  Ifr  therefote,  a  tenant  for  life  be  disseised,  and  bring  a  writ 
of  right,  this  is  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate ;  becaase,  by  suing  that 
writ  he  admits  the  reversion  in  fee  to  be  in  himself,  and  by  con- 
sequence denies  that  he  holds  over.  So  it  is,  if  in  a  writ  of 
right  brought  against  him,  he  joins  the  mise  on  the  mere  right ; 
for  by  taking  upon  himself  the  privileges  of  tenant  in  fee  simple, 
he  admits  the  inheritance  to  be  in  hima^,  which  is  a  denial  of 
the  tenure. 

40.  If  a  stranger  brings  an  action  of  waste  against  a  tenant  for 
life,  and  he  pleads  nul  uxute  faii  in  bar  to  the  action,  this  is  a 
forfeiture ;  because  by  this  plea  he  admits  the  stranger  to  be  a 
proper  person  to  punish  waste,  if  there  be  any. 

41 «  If  the  demandant  in  a  real  action  recovers  against  a  tenant 
for  life,  by  default,  or  nient  dedire,  or  by  pleading  covenoosly  to 
the  disherison  of  the  person  in  reversion,  these  are  forfei tares  of 
his  estate.  For  the  tenant  for  life  is  entrusted  with  the  freehold, 
and  is  to  answer  to  the  pr^uipes  of  strangers,  and  defend  his  own, 
as  well  as  the  reversioner's  interest :  but  when  he  gives  way  to 
the  demandant's  action,  he  admits  the  right  of  the  reversion  to 
be  in  him,  and  consequently  denies  any  tenure  of  his  reversioDer, 
which  is  a  forfeiture. 

42.  Estates  for  life  are  also  forfeited  by  attainder  of  treason  or 
felony.  Loi*d  Hale  says,  if  tenant  for  life  be  attainted  of  trea- 
son, the  king  hath  the  freehold  during  the  life  of  the  party  at- 
tainted ;  and  in  the  case  of  felony,  the  profits  of  the  land  are 
forfeited  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

43.  By  the  common  law,  where  [lands  where  limited  to  A.  doring 
the  life  of  B.,  and  A.]  died  during  the  life  oi cestui  que  vie^  the  person 
who  first  entered  on  the  land  after  his  death  might  lawfully  re- 
tain the  possession  thereof,  as  long  as  cestm  que  vie  hved  by  right 
of  occupancy ;  because  it  belonged  to  nobody,  [there  not  being 
words  of  inheritance,  it  could  not  go  to  the  heir,  aikl  being  an 
estate  of  freehold,  it  could  not  devolve  upon  the  executor.]  Bbt 
where  the  king  had  the  reversion,  no  right  of  occupancy  was 
allowed.  For  if  the  king's  title  and  .a  subject's  concur,  the  king^s 
shall  always  be  preferred ;  against  the  crown,  therefore,  there 
could  be  no  prior  occupant. 

44.  There  could  be  no  [general]  occupancy  of  incorporeal  here- 
\t  such  as  advowsons,  rents,  &c.  (of  which  notice  will 
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be  taken  hereafter)  [inasmocb  as  they  lay  in  grant,  and  were  not 
capable  of  actual  posseasioD.] 

•  46.  The  right  of  general  occupancy  is  now  taken  away  by  the  Bitates  pour 
statute  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  a.  12.  which  enacts, — **  That  any  estate  in  czwoton. 
pour  outer  %Ae  shall  be  devisable  by  will,  8cc.  and  if  no  such  devise 
thereof  be  made,  the  same  shall  be  chargeable  in  the  hands  of  the 
heir,  if  it  shall  come  to  him  by  reason  of  a  special  occupancy, 
as  assets  by  descent,  as  in  case  of  lands  in  fee  simple.  And  in 
case  there  be  no  special  occupant  thereof,  it  shall  go  to  the  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators  of  the  party  that  had  the  estate  thereof 
by  virtue  of  the  grant,  and  shall  be  assets  in  their  hands." 

46.  By  the  statute  14  Geo.  2.  c.  20.  s.  9.  reciting  the  statute 
29  Car.  2.  and  that  doubts  had  arisen,  where  no  devise  had 
been  made  of  such  estates,  to  whom  the  surplus,  after  debts 
paid, should  belong:  it  is  enacted,  —  ''That  such  estates  pour 
outer  vkf  in  case  there  be  no  special  occupant  thereof,  of  which 
no  devise  shall  have  been  made  according  to  the  said  act,  or 
so  much  thereof  as  shall  not  have  been  so  devised,  shall  go,  be 
appUed,  and  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  or  intestate." 

47.  It  was  held  by  Lord  Eldon  in  a  modern  case,  that  the  in-  wat^rth, 
terest  in  an  estate  jxmr  outer  t)ie  to  a  man,  his  executors,  ad-  ][|^^^^^ 
ministrators,  and  assigns,  beyond  the  debts,  belonged  to  those  Harewoodp 
who  were  entitled  to  the  personal  estate,  [that  is,  to  the  residuary 
legatees,  and  the  executor  as  special  occupant  was  held  a  trustee 

for  them :  the  will  was  not  attested  according  to  the  statute  of 
frauds,  so  that  there  was  no  disposition  of  the  estate  pour  outer 
vie,  but  there  was  a  general  bequest  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate.] 

48.  Where  an  estate  was  limited  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  or  Special  Occu- 

'  pancy. 

the  heirs  of  his  body,  during  the  life  of  another  person,  no 
general  right  of  occupancy  could  arise ;  for  the  heir  or  heirs  of 
the  body  of  such  grantee  might,  and  still  may  enter,  on  the 
death  of  his  ancestor,  and  hold  the  possession  as  special  occu- 
pant ;  having  an  exclusive  right,  by  the  terms  of  the  original  Doe  v.  Robin. 
contract,  to  occupy  the  lands,  during  the  residue  of  the  estate  q^,  f^]  ^ 
granted. 

49.  [It  was  for  a  long  time  considered  an  unsettled  point  Tit.  Occupant, 
whether  executors  or  administrators  could  be  special  occupants  Dyer  328. 
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of  corporeal  hereditaments.]  It  is  stated  in  Roll's  Abridgment, 
from  a  case  in  Dyer,  that  if  a  man  leases  land  to  one  and  liis 
executors  for  the  life  of  J.  S.^  and  cestui  que  vie  dies,  the 
executor  shall  be  special  occupant,  though  it  be  a  frank  tene- 
ment. In  the  next  paragraph  Roll  inserts  a  case  directly  con- 
trary, (c)  If  a  man  grants  a  rent  to  another,  his  execuUns  and 
assigns,  for  the  life  of  J.  S.,  and  after  the  grantee  dies,  making 
an  executor,  the  executor  shall  not  be  a  special  occupant; 
because  it  is  a  frank  tenement,  which  cannot  descend  to  the 
executor. 

50.  Lord  Hardwicke  is  reported  by  Atkins  to  have  cited  the 
first  of  these  cases,  and  to  have  assented  to  it.     Lord  Redesdale 
has  expressed  strong  doubts  as  to  this  point;  and  has  justly 
observed  that  the  title  of  an  executor  depends  on  his  taking 
upon  himself  the  administration  of  the  will ;  therefore  does  not 
commence  instanier,  but  by   his  subsequent  act.    As  to   an 
administrator,  ex  necessitate  his  title  cannot  commence  instanier. 
It  should,  therefore,  seem  that  the  character  of  special  occupant 
cannot  properly  belong  to  either.      Lord    Redesdale  further 
observes,  that  on  the  contrary  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comyn,  in  his 
Digest,  states  the  case  in  Dyer  as  having  decided  that  the 
executor  shall  not  have  the  land  as  special  occupant;  for  an 
occupant  has  the  freehold,  which  an  executor  cannot  take ;  and 
refers  to  the  second  case  stated  in  Roll  as  an  authority  for  this 
point.     That  that  case,  which  was  long  subsequent  to  the  case 
in  Dyer,  was  certainly  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  Comyn ; 
and  according  to  Salter  v.  Butler,  Moo.  664.  Cro.  Eliz.  901. 
Yelv.  9.  the  law  seemed  to  have  been   understood  by   Peer 
Williams  as  so  settled,  though   he  did   not  appear  satisfied 
with  it. 

51.  In  favour  of  the  proposition  that  an  executor  or  admi- 
nistrator may  take  a  freehold  estate  as  special  occupant,  is  the 
following  passage  in  Bacon's  Abridgment,  supposed  to  have 
been  written  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert: — **  If  a  lease  be 
made  of  land  to  J.  S.,  his  executors  and  assigns,  during  the  life 
of  B.,  the  executors  of  J.  S.  shall  be  the  special  occupants  if  he 
die  in  the  life  of  B. ;  for  though  it  be  a  freehold,  which  in  dae 

(c)  [Thefixst  case  put  by  Roll  u  of  a  corporeal  hereditament  (namely)  a  lease  of  the 
land:  the  second  case  is  the  grant  of  a  rent,  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and  therefor* 
distinguishable  from  the  former  case-] 
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course  of  law  would  not  go  to  executors,  yet  they  may  be 
designed,  by  the  particular  words  in  the  grant,  to  take  as 
occupants;  and  such  designation  will  exclude  the  occupation 
of  any  other  person ;  because  the  parties  themselves,  who 
originally  had  the  possession,  have  filled  it  up  by  this  ap- 
pointment." {d) 

62.  [The  case  of  Ripley  v.  Waterworth  seems  to  have  7  Vei.  426. 
settled  that  executors  and  administrators  can  take,  as  special 
occupants,  corporeal  hereditaments;  but  until  the  recent  decision 
of  Bearspark  v.  Hutchinson  the  still  more  doubtful  point  7  Bing.  178. 
remained,  whether  they  could  in  any  sense  be  special  orcupants 
of  incorporeal  hereditaments ;  it  being  admitted  that  in  strict- 
ness there  could  not  be  occupancy  of  any  thing  which  lay  in 
grant. 

53.  In  the  latter  case  a  rent  charge  was  limited  to  A.  (gene- 
rally) during  the  life  of  B.,  and  upon  A.'s  death  in  B.'s  lifetime, 
intestate,  a  question  arose  whether  the  rent  charge  was  not 
thereby  determined,  or  whether  it  belonged  to  the  administrator 
of  A.,  as  assets  within  the  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  12.  It  was  con- 
tended that  that  statute  applied  only  to  estates  pour  autre  vie,  of 
which  there  could  be  occupancy  at  common  law,  and  that  as 
there  could  be  no  occupancy  of  a  rent  charge,  it  had  expired. 
Tindal  C.  J.  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  that  although  there  could  not  be  general  occupancy  of  a 
rent  charge,  for  the  reason  above  mentioned,  nor  in  strictness 
special  occupancy ;  yet  upon  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke  and 
other  early  writers,  it  was  said  there  could  be  a  quasi  special 
occupancy;  and  that  as  the  statute  was  remedial,  it  was  the 
soundest  construction  of  the  second  branch  of  the  16th  section, 
to  hold  that  it  included  not  only  all  such  estates  pour  autre  vie,  as 
were  so  in  strictness,  but  also  all  such  as  were  in  common  par- 
lance held  to  be  the  subject  of  special  occupancy.  The  Court 
expressed  their  opinion  confirmed  by  the  decision  of  Lord  Keeper 
Harcourt  in  Rawlinson  v.  Duchess  of  Montague  and  of  Lord  3  P.  w.  264.n. 
Chief  Justice  Willes  in  his  reports.] 

64.  In  a  modern  case  it  was  held  by  Lord  Kenyon  and  the  Atkinson  v, 
other  judges,  that  if  an  estate  pour  auter  vie  be  limited  to  4  Term  R.  229. 

[  (d)  In  addition  to  the  above  authorities  among  others  may  be  cited  the  opinion  of 
Lord  Hardwick  in  Westfaling  v.  Westfaling,  3  Atk.  460.  and  in  WilUamsv.  Jekyll, 
2  Ves.  S.681. 
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a  man,  his  heirs^  executors,  administrators^  and  assigns;  it 
descends  to  the  heir  as  a  special  occupant,  in  preference  to  the 
executors. 

m 

Ecclesiastical         ^*  Archbishops  and  bishops  were  formerly  considered  as 
persons  are        tenants  in  fee  simple  of  the  lands  which  they  held  in  right  of 

quan  tenants  *  . 

for  life.  their  churches.    As  to  rectors,  parsons,  and  vicars.  Lord  Coke 

Id.  341.  a&b.  8ftys>  that  for  the  benefit  of  the  church,  and  of  their  successors, 
ii/ra*  ch.^2.      ^^®y  ^^^  ^^  w>me  csscs  estccmcd  in  law  to  have  a  fee  simple 

qualified ;  but  to  do  any  thing  to  the  prejudice  of  their  suc- 
cessors, in  many  cases  the  law  adjudged  them  to  have  in  efiect 
Tit.  32.C.2&5.  but  an  estate  for  life.     Since  the  several  statutes  by  which 

all  ecclesiastical  persons  and  corporations  are  restrained  from 
alienation,  except  by  leases  for  three  lives,  or  twenty-one 
years,  they  are  generally  considered  as  quasi  tenants  for  life 
only. 

66.  In  consequence  of  this  principle,  it  is  enacted  by  the 
statute  28  Hen.  8.  c.  11.  s.  6.,  that  in  case  any  incumbent, 
before  his  death,  hath  caused  any  of  his  glebe  lands  to  be 
manured  and  sown,  at  his  own  proper  costs  and  chaises,  with 
any  corn  or  grain,  that  then  all  the  said  incumbents  may  make 
and  declare  their  testaments  of  all  the  profits  of  the  corn  growing 
upon  the  said  glebe  lands  so  manured  and  sown. 
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ESTATE   FOR   LIFE. 


CHAP.  II. 
Wiute  by  Tenants  for  life. 


Sect.  1.  Different  Kinds  of  Waste. 
2.  FeUing  Timber. 
11.  PuUing^  down  Housee. 
14.  Opening  Pits  or  Minee. 
18.  Changing    tke    Course   tf 

Husbandry. 
SO.  Destruction  of  Heir  Looms. 
21.  Permissive  Waste. 
26.  Qf  the  Aetum/or  Waste. 
S3.  Waste  restrained  in  Equity. 
S8.  The    Timber  belongs  to  the 

Person  entitled  to  the  In- 

heritanee. 


Sect.  46.  May  be  cut  down  by  Order  of 
the  Court  qf  Chancery. 

51.  Clause f  without  Impeachment 
qf  Waste. 

69.  How  far  restrained  in  Equity. 

66.  Is  annexed  to  the  privity  of 
Estate. 

68.  Partial  Powers  to  do  Waste. 

71.  Waste  by  Ecclesiastics. 

80.  Accidents  by  Fire. 


Section  I. 

Although  tenants  for  life  are  entitled  to  reasonable  estovers^  Different  kinds 
yet  they  are  prohibited  from  destroying  those  things  which  are  **  **^' 
not  included  in  the  temporary  profits  of  the  land ;  because  that 
would  tend  to  the  permanent  and  lasting  loss  of  the  person 
entitled  to  the  inheritance.  This  destruction  is  called  Waste ; 
and  is  either  voluntary,  which  is  a  crime  of  commission,  or 
permissive,  which  is  a  matter  of  omission  only.  Voluntary 
waste  chiefly  consists;*— I.  In  felling  timber  trees;  2.  In 
pulling  down  houses ;  3.  Opening  mines  or  pits ;  4.  Changing 
the  course  of  husbandry ;  5.  Destroying  heir  looms. 

2.  The  first  kind  of  waste  consists  in  felling  timber  trees,  Felling  timber. 
except  for  estovers,  because  they  are  not  deemed  part  of  the  n  Rep.  ia.'b. 
annual  produce  of  the  land,  but  belong  to  the  owner  of  the 
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inheritance ;  therefore  the  tenant  for  life  has  only  a  qualified 
property  in  them,  as  far  as  they  afford  him  shade  and  shelter, 
and  a  right  to  take  the  mast  and  fruit 

3.  In  the  case  of  leases  for  lives,  where  the  timber  is  indaded, 
if  the  lessor  fells  the  trees,  the  lessee  may  maintain  an  action  of 
trespass  against  him,  and  will  be  entitled  to  recover  damages 
adequate  to  the  loss  he  sustains ;  because  the  lessee  has,  by  his 
lease,  a  particular  interest  in  the  trees,  such  as  the  mast  and 
fruit  of  them,  and  shade  and  shelter  for  his  cattle ;  and  may  lop 
them,  if  they  be  not  thereby  injured.  But  the  property  of  the 
body  of  the  trees  remains  in  the  lessor,  as  parcel  of  his  inhe- 
ritance; who  may  punish  the  lessee  in  an  action  of  waste,  if  he 
fells  or  damages  any  of  them.  So  that  both  the  lessor  and 
lessee  have  an  interest  in  the  trees ;  therefore  if  a  stranger  cats 
them  down,  each  of  them  shall  have  an  action  against  him,  to 
recover  their  respective  loss. 

4.  Where  the  ti*ees  are  excepted  in  the  lease,  which  is  usually 
done,  the  lessee  has  no  interest  whatever  in  them ;  and  the  lessor 
may  have  an  action  of  trespass  against  him,  if  he  either  felb  or 
damages  them.  The  lessor  has  also  a  power,  as  incident  to  the 
exception,  to  enter  upon  the  land,  in  order  to  fell  and  take  away 
the  trees ;  though  this  power,  for  the  greater  caution,  is  often 
expressly  reserved. 

5.  Timber  trees  are  those  which  serve  for  building,  or  repara-  »/ 
tion  of  houses ;  such  as  oak,  ash,  and  elm,  of  the  age  of  twenty 
years  and  upwards.  But  where  oak  and  ash  are  seasonable 
wood,  and  have  been  usually  cut  down  at  certain  periods,  it  was 
formerly  held  that  it  was  not  waste  to  cut  them  down  at  that 
time :  but  I  can  find  no  modem  decision  on  this  point. 

6.  By  the  custom  of  some  countries  certain  trees  not  usually 
considered  as  timber,  are  deemed  to  be  such,  being  there  used 
for  building. 

7.  [Birch  trees  are  considered  timber  in  Yorkshire  and  Cum- 
berland, (a)     Beech,  cherry  and  aspen,  in  Buckinghamshire.  (A)        \ 
Beech  also  in  Gloucestershire  (c)  and  Bedfordshire,  {d)    Beech 

(a)  [  Cumberland's  case,  Moore,  812.    Finder  v.  Spencer,  Noy,  30. 

(6)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a.  Anon.  2  Roll.  Rep.  83.  Aubrey  «.  Fisher,  10  East,  446. 
Wright  V  Powle,  Gwill.  Tithe  Ca.  357.    Bibye  r.  Huxley,  Bunb.  192. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Minchin  Hampton,  3  Burr.  1309.  AbboU  v  Hicks,  1  Wood.  Tilbe  Ca. 
319.     Welbank  v.  Haywaid,  3  Wood.  512. 

(d)  Bibye  «  Huxley.  2  Wood.  237. 
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and  willow  in  Hants.  («)  In  some  places,  whitethorn,  holly ;  (f) 
blackthorn ;  (g)  horse  chesnut,  lime,  yew,  walnut,  crab,  and 
hornbeam ;  {k)'  in  other  districts,  pollards  or  other  timber  trees 
which  have  been  lopped  are,  contrary  to  general  estimation,  also 
considered  timber,  (i)] 

8.  If  a  tenant  for  life  tops  timber  trees,  or  does  any  thing  else  i  inst.  63.  a. 
which  causes  them  to  decay,  it  is  waste.     So  if  he  suffers  the     ^^''    '  *• 
young  germins  or  shoots  to  be  destroyed,  or  stubs  them  up. 

9.  Lord  Coke  says  that  cutting  down  willows,  birch,  beech,  Host.  63.  a. 
asp,  maple,  or  the  like,  standing  in  the  defence  and  safeguard  of 

a  house,  is  waste ;  as  also  the  stubbing  up  a  quickset  fence  of 
whitethorn,  or  suffering  it  to  be  destroyed.  He  also  states  that 
cutting  dead  wood  is  not  waste;  but  that  turning  of  trees  to 
coals  for  fuel,  when  there  is  sufficient  dead  wood,  is  waste. 
[But  it  seems  to  be  now  settled  that  if  a  bare  tenant  for  life 
cuts  down  decayed  timber,  it  is  waste,  (k)  ] 

10.  All  tenants  for  life  have  a  right  to  cut  down  coppices  and  ( 
underwoods,  at  seasonable  times,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  ' 

country ;  for  no  advantage  can  arise  to  a  tenant  for  life  from  L^«^ 

woods  of  this  kind,  "But  by  the  sale  of  them.     It  was  however  Pigot  v.  Bui- 

held,  in  a  modem  case,  that  a  tenant  for  life  has  no  property  in  ju^/479.**' 

the  underwood  till  his  estate  comes  into  possession  ;  and  cannot 

have  an  account  of  what  was  cut  wrongfully  by  a  preceding 

tenant    [As  to  what  may  be  considered  underwood  the  reader  is  1  Bam.  &  Cress 

referred  to  the  King  v.  Ferrybridge,  the  reporter's  note  and  the  ^^^*  ^'^' 

cases  there  cited.] 

11.  Waste  may  be  done  in  houses,  by  pulling  them  down,  or  Pulling  down 
by  suffering  them  to  be  uncovered,  whereby  the  timbers  become  i^i"i^.'53.a. 
rotten.  If,  however,  a  house  be  uncovered  when  the  tenant  comes 

in,  it  is  no  waste  to  suffer  it  to  fall  down  :  but  it  would  be  waste 
to  pull  it  down,  unless  it  is  rebuilt. 

12.  If  a  lessee  for  life  razes  a  house,  and  builds  a  new  one,  Bro.Ab.  Waste 
which  is  not  so  large  as  the  former,  it  is  waste.     But  where  an 

(e)  Lay6eld  v.  Cowper,  1  Wood.  330.    Guffley  v.  Pindar,  Hob.  219. 

(/)  Finder  t?.  Spencer,  Noy,  30.    I  Inst.  63.  a.  note  (10). 

{g)  Cooko.  Cook,  Cro.  Car.  631. 

(h)  Duke  of  CKandoi «.  Talbot,  2  P.  Will.  606.    Walton  v.  Tiyon.  Gwil.  832. 

(i)  Soby  v.  Molyns,  Plow.  470.  Anon.  Gwil.  166.  Duke  of  Chandos  v.  Talbot, 
ubi  supra. 

(k)  Periot  V  Perrot,  3  Atk.  94 ;  and  see  Whitfield  v.  Bewit,  2  P.  Will.  240.  S.  C. 
3  Ibtd.  266  i  see  also  Wickham  v.  Wickliam,  19  Ves.  419.] 
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old  house  falls  down,  and  the  tenant  builds  a  new  one,  it  need 
not  be  so  laige  as  the  old  one. 

13.  If  glass  windows^  though  put  in  by  the  tenant  himself, 
be  broken  or  carried  away,  it  is  waste.  So  it  is  of  wainscot, 
benches,  doors,  furnaces,  and  the  like,  annexed  or  fixed  to  the 
house,  either  by  the  reversioner  or  the  tenant. 

14.  A  tenant  for  life  cannot  dig  for  grayel»  lime,  clay,  brick 
earthy  stone,  or  the  like,  unless  for  the  reparation  of  buildings, 
or  manuring  of  the  land.  Nor  can  he  open  a  new  mine :  but  he 
may  dig  and  take  the  profits  of  mines  that  are  open. 

15.  Lord  King  has  said  that  a  tenant  for  life  of  coal  mines, 
may  open  new  pits  or  shafts  for  working  the  old  vein  of  coals ; 
for  otherwise  working  the  same  mines  would  be  impracticable. 

16.  If  a  person  has  mines  within  his  land,  and  leases  the  land, 
and  all  mines  therein,  the  lessee  may  dig  for  them ;  for  other- 
wise he  can  derive  no  advantage  from  the  mines. 

17.  Where  a  person  seised  in  fee  of  lands,  in  which  there 
were  mines  unopened,  conveyed  those  lands,  and  all  mines,  &c 
to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  A.  for  life,  &c.  A.  hairing 
threatened  to  open  the  mines,  the  reversioner  brought  in  a  bill 
in  Chancery  to  stay  him.  It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  A.  that 
the  mines  being  expressly  granted  by  the  settlement  with  the 
lands,  it  was  as  strong  a  case  as  if  the  mines  themselves  were 
limited  to  A.  for  life,  and  like  Saunders's  case.  But  Lord  Mac- 
clesfield said,  that  A.  having  only  an  estate  for  life,  subject  to 
waste,  could  no  more  open  a  mine,  than  cut  down  timber  trees. 
On  a  rehearing.  Lord  King  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

18.  The  conversion  of  one  kind  of  land  into  another,  as  the 
changing  of  meadow  to  arable,  is  also  waste ;  because  it  not 
only  changes  the  course  of  husbandry,  but  also  the  evidence  of 
the  estate.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  said  arguendo,  that  the 
ploughing  of  pasture  may  be,  or  may  not  be,  waste ;  and  to 
make  it  such,  it  ought  to  have  been  posture  time  out  of  mind. 
It  was  not  enough  to  say  that  it  was  pasture  ground  diu  ante. 
Mr.  Just.  Jones  said,  arable  and  pasture  ground  are  convertible ; 
and  that  which  is  one  of  them  this  year  may  be  the  other  next, 
for  the  law  does  not  so  much  distinguish. 

19.  The  plowing  up,  burning  and  sowing  of  down  land  is 
waste.    But  in  the  present  improved  state  of  agriculture  I  pre- 
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same  that  the  old  doctrine  respecting  a  change  of  the  course  of 
husbandry  would  not  be  strictly  adhered  to. 

20.  As  some  chattels  are  considered  in  law  as  part  of  the  in-  Destruction  of 
heritanccy  and  called  heir  looms,  so  the  destruction  of  them  is  y\x,  i. 
waste.     Thus,  if  a  tenant  for  life  of  a  park,  vivary,  warren,  or  i  Inst.  53.  a. 

2  —  304. 

dove-house,  kills  so  many  of  the  deer,  fish,  game,  or  doves,  that 
there  is  not  sufficient  left  for  the  stores,  it  is  waste. 

21.  Permissive  waste  chiefly  consists  in  suffering  the  build-  Permusive 
ingsonan  estate  to  decay.     But  if  a  house  be  ruinous  at  the  iinst.53.  a. 
time  when  the  tenant  for  life  comes  into  possession,  he  is  not  ^  ' 
punishable  for  suffering  it  to  fall  down :  for  in  that  case  he  is 

not  bound  by  law  to  repair  it.  Yet  if  he  cuts  down  timber,  and 
therewith  repairs  it,  he  may  justify ;  because  the  law  favours  the 
maintenance  of  houses. 

22.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  decree  a  tenant  for  life  Wood ».  Gay. 

.^,    J.       ^.  ^  .        «      .^   non,  Amb.395. 

to  repair,  or  appomt  a  receiver,  with  directions  to  repair ;  for  it 
would  tend  to  harass  tenants  for  life ;  and  suits  of  this  kind 
would  be  attended  with  great  expenses,  in  depositions  about 
repairs. 

23.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  waste  which  ensues  from  the  act  2  Roli.Ab.820. 
or  God  is  excusable.     So  that  if  a  house  falls  in  consequence  of 

a  tempest,  the  tenant  will  be  excused.  But  where  a  house  is 
uncovered  by  a  tempest,  the  tenant  is  bound  to  repair  it  within 
a  reasonable  time,  before  the  timbers  grow  rotten. 

24.  If  the  banks  of  a  river  are  destroyed  by  a  sudden  flood,  it  i  Inst.  53.  b. 

is  not  waste.     If,  however,  the  banks  of  the  river  Trent  are  un*  ,/*' 

,  ,      ^  .  .  ,  Moo.69. 

repaired,  it  is  waste ;  because  the  Trent  is  not  so  violent,  but 

that  the  lessee,  by  his  industry,  may  well  enough  preserve  its 

banks. 

25.  By  the  common  law,  where  lands  were  granted  to  a  per-  Of  the  action 
son  for  life,  he  was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  waste  unless  he  Biackst!  Com. 
was  restrained  by  express  words  in  his  conveyance,  from  com-  ^-^'C.  14. 
mitting  waste ;  because  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  person  who 

created  the  estate  to  impose  such  terms  on  his  tenant  as  he 
thought  proper.  This  doctrine  was  found  extremely  inconve- 
nient, as  tenants  took  advantage  of  the  ignorance  of  their  land- 
lords, and  committed  acts  of  waste  with  impunity. 

26.  To   remedy   this  grievance   the  statute  of   Marlbridge,  .2  lust.  H4. 
62  Hen.  3.  c.  24.  gave  to  the  owners  of  the  inheritance  an  action 
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3  Inst.  302. 


Clifton's  case, 
6  Rep.  76. 


2  Saund.  252, 
n.7. 
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of  waste  against  tenants  for  life ;  in  which  they  were  entitled  to 
recover  full  damages  for  the  waste  committed.  But  as  the  re- 
compence  given  by  this  statute  was  frequently  inadequate  to 
the  loss  sustained,  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  6  Edw.  1.  c.  6.  in- 
creased the  punishment^  by  enacting  that  the  place  wasted 
should  be  recovered,  together  with  treble  damages,  as  an  equi- 
valent for  the  injury  done  to  the  inheritance. 

27.  No  person  is  Entitled  to  an  action  of  waste  against  a  te- 
nant for  life,  but  he  who  has  the  immediate  state  of  inheritance, 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  estate  of  life.  If  there  is 
an  estate  of  freehold  in  esse,  interposed  between  the  estate  of  the 
tenant  for  life  who  commits  waste,  and  the  subsequent  estate  of 
inheritance,  then  during  the  continuance  of  such  interposed 
estate  the  action  of  waste  is  suspended ;  and  if  the  first  tenant 
for  life  dies  during  the  continuance  of  such  interposed  estate, 
the  action  is  gone  for  ever. 

28.  Where  a  tenant  for  life  commits  waste,  and  afterwards 
assigns  over  his  estate,  yet  an  action  of  waste  may  be  brought 
against  him. 

2d.  If  a  woman  lessee  for  life  marries,  and  her  husband  com- 
mits waste,  and  after  the  wife  dies,  the  action  of  waste  is  gone ; 
for  the  husband  never  had  any  estate  but  in  right  of  his  wife. 

30.  The  statute  of  Marlbridge  only  prohibits  farmers  from 
committing  waste ;  yet  if  they  suffer  a  stranger  to  do  waste, 
they  shall  be  charged  with  it :  for  it  is  presumed  in  law  that  the' 
farmer  may  withstand  it :  et  qui  non  obstat,  quod  obstare  potest^ 

facere  videiur.  Secondly,  the  law  gives  to  every  man  his  proper 
action;  therefore  the  lessor  shall  have  his  action  of  waste  against 
the  lessee ;  and  the  lessee  his  action  of  trespass  against  the  per- 
son who  committed  the  waste. 

31.  The  late  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams,  in  his  excellent  Notes  on 
Saunders's  Reports,  observes  that  the  action  for  waste  is  now 
very  seldom  brought  (/) ;  having  given  way  to  a  much  more  ex- 
peditious and  easy  remedy  by  an  action  on  the  case,  in  the  na- 
ture of  waste ;  which  may  be  brought  by  the  person  in  reversion 
or  remainder  for  life  or  years,  as  well  as  in  fee ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  costs;  which  he  cannot  have  in  an  action  of 
waste. 


(0  [The  writ  of  waste  is  abolished  after  1  June,  1836,  by  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27. 
s.  36.    See  Vol.  III.  Tit.  31.  Ch.  II.  sect.  5.  note.] 
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32.  Lord  Cowper  says,  that  without  some  particular  circum-  Turner  v.  Buck, 
stances,  there  is  no  remedy  in  law  or  equity,  for  permissive  waste,  623. 

afler  the  death  of  the  particular  tenant.. 

[But  in  the  recent  case  of  Marquis  of  Lansdowne  v.  the  Mar-  i  Mad.  16. 
chioness  Dowager  of  Lansdowne,  it  was  decided  that  a  bill  might 
be  maintained  against  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  tenant 
for  life  for  equitable  waste  committed  by  him;  and  that  although 
according  to  the  maxim  actio  personalis  moriiur  cum  persond,  yet  Garth  v.Cotton, 
if  the  tort  or  injury  is  of  such  a  nature  as  that  thereby  property  is  s,  q^  ' 
acquired  which  benefits  the  testator,  there  an  action  for  the  value  ?  ^^'  ^^i' 

^  '  lVes.S.524. 

of  the  property  shall  survive  against  the  executor  (m)  at  law,  for  646. 
legal  waste ;  and  that  equity  would  decide  in  respect  of  equit- 
able waste,  in  analogy  to  a  court  of  law.    In  the  above  case,  the  Cowp.  376. 
late  Marquis  of  Lansdowne,  tenant  for  life  without  impeachment 
of  waste,  had  abused  bis  power  of  cutting  down  timber,  by  cut- 
ting ornamental  trees,  and  trees  not  fit  for  felling.] 

33.  It  is  stated  in  1  Roll's  Ab.  377.  pi.  13.  that  if  there  be  Waate  nstnia- 
lessee  for  life,  the  remainder  for  life,  the  remainder  or  reversion 

in  fee,  and  the  lessee  in  possession  wastes  the  land ;  though  he 
is  not  punishable  by  the  common  law,  during  the  remainder  for 
life,  yet  he  may  be  restrained  in  Chancery,  for  this  is  a  parti- 
cular mischief.  And  Lord  Keeper  Egerton  is  reported  to  have  Moor  664. 
said  that  he  had  seen  a  precedent  in  the  time  of  Richard  IL 
where  in  such  a  case  it  was  decreed  in  Chancery,  by  the  advice 
of  the  judges,  on  complaint  of  the  remainderman  in  fee,  that  the 
first  tenant  should  not  commit  waste ;  and  an  injunction  granted. 
The  courts  of  equity  have  long  pursued  this  principle,  and  will 
award  a  perpetual  injunction  against  waste  whenever  the  case 
requires  it. 

34.  There  was  a  limitation  in  a  settlement  to  a  person  for  life^  Perrotv.Penot, 
remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  re-       ^  '    '- 
mainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  remainder  to  A.  for 

life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail.    The  first  te- 
nant for  life  cut  down  timber ;  A.,  the  second  tenant  for  life, 

(m)  [  By  Stat.  3  &  4  W  ill.  4.  c.  42.  s.  2.  remedies  by  action  of  trespass  or  trespass  on 
>^ecaso,  are  given  against  the  executors  of  any  deceased  person,  for  any  wrong  com- 
ml^^  by  him  in  his  lifetime  against  the  property  real  or  personal  of  another,  com- 
mitted within  six  months  before  the  death,  the  action  to  be  bronght  within  six  months 
after  the  executors,  &c.  have  taken  upon  themselves  the  administration  of  the  effects 

of  the  deceased.     Similar   remedies  are   given  to  executors  for  injuries  done  to  the  •      ! 

property  real  or  personal  of  their  testators.] 
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brought  his  bill  for  an  injunction  to  stay  waste.  Lord  Hardwicke 
said,  that  though  A.  had  no  right  to  the  timber,  yet  if  the  first 
tenant  for  life  should  die  without  sons,  the  plaintiff  would  hare 
an  interest  in  the  mast  and  shade  of  the  timber.  Therefore 
upon  the  authority  of  those  cases,  which  had  been  very  numerous 
in  the  Court,  of  interposing  to  stay  waste  in  the  tenant  for  life, 
where  no  action  could  be  maintained  against  him  at  law,  as  the 
plaintiff  had  not  the  immediate  remainder;  the  injunction  was 
granted. 

35.  Mr.  Worsley  being  tenant  for  life  of  a  farm  in  Dorsetshire, 
consisting  of  poor  arable  land,  with  a  sheep  walk,  and  about  four 
hundred  acres  of  down  land,  under  the  will  of  Lady  Stewart, 
who  also  left  a  writing  under  her  hand,  forbidding  the  ploughing 
of  such  lands  as  ought  not  to  be  ploughed ;  he  ploughed  up, 
broke,  and  burnt  part  of  the  down  land.  A  perpetual  injunction 
was  granted  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  confirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords. 

36.  A  bill  was  brought  by  a  ground  landlord  to  stay  waste 
in  an  under  lessee.  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  a  certificate 
being  produced  of  the  waste,  he  was  of  opinion  the  plaintiff  had 
the  same  equity  as  in  other  cases  of  injunctions;  and  granted 
the  injunction.  In  another  case,  he  said  that  he  would  have  no 
scruple  to  grant  an  injunction  to  stay  waste  in  favour  of  an  un- 
born child. 

37.  A  court  of  equity  will  also  grant  an  injunction  against 
waste,  pendente  lite.  And  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said,  that  it  is 
not  necessary  the  plaintiff  should  wait  till  waste  is  actually  com- 
mitted :  for  where  an  intention  to  commit  waste  appears,  and 
the  defendant  insists  on  his  right  to  commit  waste,  the  court 
will  grant  an  injunction. 

38.  Although  no  action  of  waste  lies  where  there  is  an  inter- 
mediate estate,  yet  if  waste  be  done  by  felling  timber  trees,  the 
person  entitled  at  that  time  to  the  inheritance  in  fee,  or  in  tail, 
may  seise  them,  or  bring  an  action  of  trover  for  the  recovery  of 
them.  For  a  tenant  for  life  has  but  a  special  interest  in  the 
trees  growing  on  the  land,  so  long  as  they  are  annexed  to  it : 
but  if  he  or  any  other  person  severs  them  from  the  land,  the 
interest  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  them  is  thereby  determined,  and 
they  become  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  inheritance* 
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39.  A  feoffment  was  made  to  the  use  of  A*  for  life,  remainder  Uvedaie  v. 
to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail ;  remainder  to  B.  for  2  RoU.^Ab. 
life«  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail.     B.  had  issue  a  ^^^* 
son,  and  after  A.,  not  having  any  son,  cut  down  timber.    It  was 
resolved  that  the  son  of  B.  might  have  an  action  of  trover 
against  A.  for  the  timber,  because  the  property  of  the  trees  was 

in  him  who  had  the  inheritance  of  the  land  when  they  were  cut; 
and  though  the  remainder  for  life  to  B.  was  an  impediment  to 
an  action  of  waste  during  his  life,  yet  it  was  not  any  impediment 
to  his  son,  as  to  the  property  of  the  trees,  when  severed  from  the 
land,  which  B.  could  not  have  for  the  debility  of  his  estate.  And 
the  possibility  of  the  estate  which  might  come  to  the  son  of  A., 
if  A.  should  have  a  son,  was  not  any  impediment ;  inasmuch  as 
it  was  a  mere  possibility,  which  peradventure  never  would  hap- 
pen, and  was  notliing  in  law  till  it  happened,  and  might  be  de- 
stroyed by  the  feoffment  of  A. 

40.  One  seised  in  fee  of  lands  conveyed  them  to  trustees  and  whitfieid 
their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  2PWms.240. 
other  sons  in  tail,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first 

and  other  sons  in  tail,  remainder  to  his  two  sisters  and  the  heirs 
of  their  bodies,  remainder  to  the  grantor  in  fee.  A.  and  B.  had 
no  sons,  and  one  of  the  sisters  died  without  issue,  by  which  the 
heir  of  the  grantor,  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  premises,  had  the  first 
estate  of  inheritance.  A.  having  cut  down  timber,  sold  it ;  the 
heir  of  the  grantor  brought  his  bill  for  an  account  of  a  moiety. 
It  was  objected  that  it  would  be  more  agreeable  to  the  rules  of 
equity  that  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  timber  should 
be  brought  into  court,  and  put  out  for  the  benefit  of  the  sons 
unborn,  and  which  might  be  born :  that  these  contingent  re- 
mainders being  in  gremio  legisy  and  under  the  protection  of  the 
law,  it  would  be  most  reasonable  that  the  money  should  be  se- 
cured for  the  use  of  the  sons,  when  there  should  be  any  born. 
But  as  soon  as  it  became  impossible  there  should  be  a  son*  then  ^ 
a  moiety  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  And  the  case  would  be 
the  same  if  there  were  a  son  in  ventre  matris,  or  the  plaintiff 
might  bring  trover ;  and  then  what  reason  had  he  to  come  into 
equity.  Lord  Macclesfield  said,  the  right  of  this  timber  be- 
longed to  those  who,  at  the  time  of  its  being  severed  from  the 
freehold,^  were    entitled    to    the    first    estate    of   inheritance: 
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and  the  property  became  vested  in  them.  As  to  the  objection 
that  trover  would  lie  at  law,  it  might  be  very  necessary  for  the 
party  who  had  the  inheritance  to  bring  his  bill;  because  it 
might  be  impossible  for  him  to  discover  the  value  of  the 
timber,  it  being  in  the  possession,  and  cut  down  by  the  tenant 

lBro.C.C.194.  for  life. 

Pigot  V.  Bui-         ^^^  cause  was  reheard  by  Lord  King,  who  was  of  the  same 

lock,  tfi/ro.        Opinion. 

Newcastle  41.  It  is  the  same  where  timber  is  severed  from  the  land  by 

2P.WiD8.24l.  ^<^<^id^A^«    Thus  where  a  great  quantity  of  timber  was  blown 

down  by  a  storm  at  Welbeck,  the  seat  of  the  Duke  of  Newcastle ; 
though  there  were  several  tenants  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
their  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  yet  these  having  no  sons  bom, 
the  timber  was  decreed  to  belong  to  the  first  remainder  man 
in  tail. 

Garth  v.  42.  Where  there  are  trustees  to  preserve  contin&:ent  remain- 

Cotton.  -         _      _,  _    _ ,  .„  „         r  • 

Tit.  16.  c.  7.  ders,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  allow  of  waste,  by  collu- 
sion, between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  person  entitled  to  the 
first  vested  estate  of  inheritance,  to  the  prejudice  of  persons  not 
in  esse, 

43.  Where  the  tenant  for  life  has  also  the  next  existing  estate 

of  inheritance,  subject  to  intermediate  contingent  remainders  in 

tail,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  allow  him  to  take  advantage 

of  that  circumstance,  by  cutting  down  timber,  but  will  preserve 

it  for  the  benefit  of  the  intermediate  contingent  remainder-meo. 

Williams  V.  44.  The  Duke  of  Bolton  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to 

BoltoD**cited       ^^^  ^^^^  *°^  Other  SOUS  in  tail,  remainder  to  Mrs.  Orde  for  life,  re- 

3  P.Wms.268.  maindcr  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  estates  to  trustees 

to  preserve  the  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the  Duke  in 
fee.  The  Duke  had  no  son,  but  Mrs.  Orde  had  a  son  born,  who 
died  soon  after.  The  Duke  cut  down  timber.  Mrs.  Orde  had 
afterwards  another  son,  who  was  a  defendant  in  the  cause.  On 
the  question  to  whom  this  timber  should  belong,  Lord  Thurlow 
was  of  opinion,  that  as  it  was  not  competent  for  the  Duke  to 
cut  down  timber  in  respect  of  his  life  estate,  he  should  not  take 
advantage  of  his  own  wrong.  iThat  the  timber,  although  by 
severance  it  became  personalty,  was  yet  bound  as  far  as  it  could 
be,  to  the  uses  of  the  realty.  That  the  administrator  of  Mn. 
Orde's  first  son  was  certainly  not  entitled,  the  child  being  dead 
at  the  time  of  the  timber  cut.     Neither  could  her  second  son 
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claim  it ;  for  although  be  had  a  vested  estate  of  inheritance,  yet 
such  estate  was  liable  to  be  divested  by  the  Duke's  having  a  son. 
'He,  therefore,  thought  nobody  was  then  entitled  to  it ;  but  di- 
rected the  Duke  to  pay  into  Court  the  money  for  which  the 
timber  had  been  sold,  and  the  interest  thereof. 

46.  In  pursuance  of  the  above  direction,  the  Duke  of  Bolton  Powiettv. 
paid  in  the  money  arising  from  the  timber.    Upon  his  death  in  Bolton, 
1794  Mr.  Orde,  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Orde,  as  administrator  of  J^'^^fJ^; 
his  eldest  son,  presented  a  petition  to  have  the  money  paid  to 
him;   the  Court  directed  a  bill  to  be  filed.     The  defendants 
were»  the  second  son»  who  was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  of 
the  estates,  and  the  Duchess  of  Bolton,  executrix  of  the  late 
Duke. 

Lord  Loughborough  said,  when  the  timber  was  cut,  no  doubt, 
at  law,  the  Duke  would  have  taken,  being  the  first  owner  of 
the  inheritance.  But  the  Court  very  properly  held,  that  he 
should  not,  by  a  fraud  on  the  settlement,  which  made  him 
tenant  for  life,  gain  that  advantage  to  himself  in  his  reversion  in 
fee ;  considering  it  as  a  wrong  upon  the  settlement  The  con- 
sequence was,  that  part  of  the  property,  which  by  the  fraud  was 
taken  from  the  settlement,  ought  to  be  restored  to  it;  that 
would  carry  it  to  all  the  uses.  Mrs.  Orde  would  be  entitled  to 
an  estate  for  life,  the  children  to  estates  in  tail  male ;  and  he 
could  not  help  the  consequence  of  the  reversion  in  fee  going  to  E^-^' 
the  Duke.  3  (^z's  R.l  10. 

46.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  in  some  cases  directed  the  May  be  cut 
timber  growing  on  an  estate,  whereof  a  person  was  tenant  for  of ^^ceiY. ' 
life,  to  be  cut  down,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts  and  legacies, 

chained  upon  the  inheritance. 

47.  A  person  devised  his  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  ClaxtoD  v. 
to  A.  B.  and  his  heirs,  upon  condition  that  he  should  pay  several  2  Veni.'l52. 
legacies  at  the  times  appointed  in  his  will ;  if  he  did  not  pay 

them  accordingly,  the  estate  to  go  over.  A.  B.  filed  his  bill  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  stating  that  there  was  a  great  quantity 
of  timber  on  the  estate,  which  belonged  to  him ;  that  he  was 
willing  it  should  be  sold,  and  the  legacies  paid :  but  that  the 
widow,  who  had  barely  an  estate  for  life,  and  could  make  no 
profit  thereof  herself,  in  combination  with  the  other  remainder- 
man, designing  to  make  the  plaintiff  forfeit  his  estate,  by  non- 
payment of  the  legacies,  had  refused  him  permission  to  fell  the 


? 
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timber;  though  he  offered  satisfaction  for  any  damages  she 
should  thereby  sustain.  He  therefore  prayed  that  he  might  have 
liberty  to  cut  down  and  carry  off  the  timber,  and  sell  it  for  pay« 
ment  of  the  legacies. 

The  Court  thought  it  reasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should  have 

liberty  to  cut  down  and  take  off  the  timber;  making  satisfaction 

^  to  the  widow  for  breaking  the  ground,  Sec. ;  and  referred  it  to 

the  Master  to  see  what  quantity  of  timber  was  necessary  to  be 
felled  for  payment  of  the  legacies,  and  what  might  be  conveai- 
ently  spared. 

48.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  also  directed  timber,  in  a 

state  of  decay,  to  be  cut  down  for  the  benefit  of  the  person 

entitled  to  the  inheritance ;  provided  no  damage  were  done  to 

the  tenant  for  life. 

Aspinwall  49.  Sir  6.  Ireland  by  deed  granted  a  term  for  600  years  to 

2  Vem.  218.      the  defendant  and  others,  of  his  estates  in  Lancashire,  to  com* 

mence  after  his  decease,  for  payment  of  debts  and  annuities ; 
and  by  will  devised  the  reversion  and  inheritance  thereof  to  the 
plaintiff  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  to  bis 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail.  The  testator  being  dead,  and  the 
trustees  in  possession  under  the  trust,  which  was  like  to  have 
a  long  continuance ;  the  plaintiff  brought  his  bill,  setting  forth 
that  he  was  reduced  to  great  want ;  that  there  was  much  decay* 
ing  timber  on  the  estate,  which  the  trustees  had  no  power  cut 
down;  and  prayed  he  might  be  permitted  to  take  off  the 
timber,  allowing  for  what  damage  he  did  the  estate.  Although 
it  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  might  die  before  the  trust  was 
performed,  and  till  then  could  not  be  let  into  possession ;  there- 
fore to  decree  that  he  in  the  mean  time  might  take  off  the 
timber  would  be  a  prejudice  to  his  sons  ;  yet  the  Court  decreed 
a  commission  to  go,  to  take  off  timber  for  the  plaintiff's  relief 
and  support,  not  exceeding  500/. 
Bewick  V.  50.  A.  was  tenant  for  life,  remainder,  as  to   one  moiety,  to  B. 

Whitfieldy  ••11  11  •  •     n  mi 

3  P.Wms.  367.  m  tail,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  to  an  infant     There  was 

timber  upon  the  premises  greatly  decaying,  whereupon  B.  the 
remainder-man  brought  a  bill,  praying  that  the  timber  which 

« 

was  decaying  might  be  cut  down,  and  that  B.  and  the  infant 
might  have  the  money.    The  tenant  for  life  insisted  on  having  a 
share  of  the  money. 
Lord  Talbot  said,  1.  The  timber  while  standing  was  part  of 
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the  inheritance :  but  when  severed,  either  by  the  act  of  God,  as 

by  tempest,  or  by  a  trespasser^  belonged  to  him  who  had  the 

first  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  or  in  tail,  who  might  bring 

trover  for  it.    2.  The  tenant  for  life  ought  not  to  have  any 

share  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  timber :  but 

since  he  had  a  right  to  what  might  be  sufficient  for  repairs  and 

botes,  care  must  be  taken  to  leave  enough  upon  the  estate  for 

that  purpose ;  and  whatever  damage  was  done  to  the  tenant  for 

life  on  the  premises  ought  to  be  made  good  to  him.    3.  With 

regard  to  the  timber  plainly  decaying,  it  was  for  the  benefit  of 

the  persons  entitled  to  the  inheritance  that  it  should  be  cut 

down,  otherwise  it  was  of  no  value :  but  this  should  be  done 

with  the  approbation  of  the  Master ;  and  trees,  though  decaying, 

if  for  the  defence  and  shelter  of  the  house,  or  for  ornament, 

should  not  be  cut  down.     B.  to  have  one  moiety  of  the  money.  Vide  Lee  v. 

and  the  other  moiety  to  go  to  the  infant  i  Bro.c.c.i95. 

51.  It  has  been  usual,  from  very  ancient  times,  where  estates  Of  the  Clause, 
for  life  are  expressly  limited,  to  insert  a  clanse  that  the  tenant  peachmentof 
for  life  shall  have  the  lands, ''  without  impeachment  of  waste  ;"  ^^^' 
which  words  were  originally  held  to  .exempt  the  tenant  for  life  i  Inst.  22.  a. 
from  the  penalties  of  the  statute  of  Marlbridge  only  ;  not  to  P*     •  - 
give  the  property  of  the  thing  wasted.     But  it  is  laid  down  by 

Lord  Coke  that  the  words  absque  impetitione  vasH,  that  is, 
without  challenge  or  impeachment  of  waste,  enable  the  tenant 
for  life  to  cut  down  timber,  and  convert  it  to  his  own  use. 
Otherwise,  if  the  words  were,  "  without  impeachment  of  any 
action  of  waste ;"  for  then  the  discharge  would  extend  to  the 
action  only,  and  not  to  the  property  of  the  timber. 

52.  To  the  words,  ''  without  impeachment'  of  waste,"  are  i  Ves.  265. 
sometimes  added,  with  full  liberty  to  commit  waste.    And  in 

some  instances  words  of  restriction  are  inserted,  as  voluntary 
waste  in  houses  only  excepted.  In  the  case  of  Garth  v.  Cotton, 
which  will  be  stated  hereafter,  the  words  were,  **  without  1**^*  i^-  ^  7. 
impeachment  of  waste,  except  voluntary  waste.''  And  Lord 
Hardwicke  held  that  there  the  tenant  was  punishable  for  wilful 
waste ;  and  had  no  interest  in  the  timber,  otherwise  than  the 
mast  and  shade,  and  necessary  botes.  But  some  eminent 
lawyers  have  lately  held  that  the  words  voluntary  waste  only 
extend  to  houses,  and  not  to  timber  trees. 

53.  It  has  been  lately  held  that  the  words  without  impeach-  Wickham  v. 

^  Wickham, 

19  Ves.  419. 
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ment  of  waste,  other  than  wilful  waste,  only  gave  to  the  tenant 

for  life  the  interest  of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  of 

decaying  timber,  cut  by  order  of  the  Court. 

Anon.  Mos.  R.      64;  It  has  been  long  fully  settled  that  the  words  without 

Iw  V.  Don      impeachment  of  waste  give  to  the  tenant  for  life  the  right  to  fell 

1  Term  R.  55.    timber,  and  also  the  property  of  all  timber  trees  felled » ('it)  or 

Smythetj. S.  r     r      J  »v   / 

2  Swanst.  251.   blown  down  ;  and  also  of  all  timber,  parcel  of  a  building  blown 

down.    It  has  however  been  held,  in  a  modern  case,  that  a 

tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  cannot  maintain 

Pigot  V.  trover  for  timber  cut  during  the  existence  of  a  prior  estate :  but 

Bullock,  ®  r  f 

1  VeUan.479.  that  it  vests  immediately  in  the  owner  of  the  inheritance. 

Bny  V.  Tracy,  65.  Where  a  tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste, 
.Jones 5  .  qh^j^^s  a  lease  for  years,  and  the  lessee  commits  waste;  no 
action  of  waste  will  lie  against  him.  For  the  lease  is  derived 
out  of  an  estate  privileged  ;  and  if  waste  lay,  it  must  be  against 
the  tenant  for  life,  who  made  the  lease;  and  he  was  dis- 
punishable. 

Tit.  2.  c.  1.  66.  The  power  which  a  tenant  for  life  without  impeachment 

of  waste  has  over  his  estate,  with  respect  to  cutting  down 
timber,  must  be  exercised  during  his  life ;  and  cannot  be  dele- 
gated to  any  other  person,  so  as  to  enable  such  person  to  execute 
it  after  his  death. 

3  Atk.  210.  57.  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said,  that  where  there  is  tenant  for 

756. 

life  restrained  from  waste,  remainder  to  another  for  life,  widiout 
impeachment  for  waste ;  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  suffer 
any  agreement  between  the  two  tenants  for  life,  to  commit 
waste,  to  take  place,  prior  to  the  period  at  which  the  second 
tenant  for  life's  power  properly  commences. 

2  Atk.  383.  68.  A  tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  is 

notwithstanding  obliged    to   keep   tenants'  houses  in  repair, 
unless  the  charge  is  excessive ;  and  shall  not  suffer  them  to  run 
to  ruin. 
How  fer  re-  59,  The  clause  without  impeachment  of  waste  is  however  so 

stratiied  in  .... 

equity.  far  restrained  in  equity,  that  it  does  not  enable  a  tenant  for  life 

to  commit  malicious  waste,  so  as  to  destroy  the  estate ;  which  is 

(n)  [The  tenant  for  life  is  not  entitled  to  the  timber  until  actually  felled,  he  cannot 
convey  it  to  another,  nor  does  an  authority  by  him  given  to  another  to  cut  down  timber 
convey  any  interest,  and  if  not  executed  in  his  life  time,  is  revoked  by  the  death  of  the 
party  giving  it.  Cholmeley  v.  Paxton,  3  Bing.  207.  See  also  Wolf  v.  Hill,  2  Swan. 
149  note.] 
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called  equitable  waste  ;  for  in  that  case  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  not  only  stop  him  by  injunction,  but  will  also  order  him  to 
repair,  if  possible,  the  damage  he  has  done. 

60.  Lord  Bernard,  on  the  marriage  of  his  son,  settled  Raby  Vane  ©.Lord 

^~\       I  •  Bernard » 

Castle  on  him  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  2  Vera.  738. 
to  his  son  for  life,  &c.    Afterwards  Lord  B.,  having  taken  some 
dislike  to  his  son,  got  200  workmen  together,  and  stripped  the 
castle  of  the  iron,  lead,  doors,  &c.  to  the  value  of  3000^. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  immediately  granted  an  injunction  to 
stay  committing  of  waste,  in  pulling  down   the  castle ;  and,  Rolt  v. 
upon  the  bearing  of  the  cause,  decreed  not  only  the  injunction  2  Ab.  Eq.'769. 
to  continue,  but  that  the  castle  .should  be  restored  to  its  former 
condition. 

61.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  also  restrain  a  tenant  for  life, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  from  cutting  down  timber,  ser- 
ving for  shelter  or  ornament  to  a  mansion-house ;  as  also  timber 
not  fit  to  be  felled. 

62.  A  bill  was  brought  by  a  remainder  man  to  restrain  a  Packln^Qo. 
tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  from  cutting  3  au1?216! 
down  timber  which  served  as  ornament  or  shelter  to  the  man-  Aston  v.  Aston, 
sion-house,  or  which  was  unfit  to  be  felled.     Lord  Hardwicke  o»BKin^' 
granted  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  cutting  9*^™?'- 
down  trees  standing  in  lines,  avenues,  or  ridings  in  the  park. 

63.  An  injunction  was  moved  for  to  restrain  Mr.  Bowes,  the  Strathmore 
husband  of  Lady  Strathmore,  who  was  tenant  for  life,  without  2Bro.C.C.88. 
impeachment  of  waste,  from  cutting  trees  in  the  rides  or  avenues 

to  the  house,  or  that  served  for  shade  or  ornament,  or  were  unfit 
to  be  cut  as  timber. 

Lord  Kenyon  (M.  R.)  granted  the  injunction,  saying  it  ought  Downshire 
to  include  every  thing  useful  or  ornamental  to  the  house ;  and  6  ves.  los. 
said  he  thought  himself  bound  to  grant  it  as  to  the  ornamental  „.  Ferrers 
trees,  though  they  should  not  be  planted  trees,  but  gix>wing  na-  J^-  ^^^- 
turally  ;  also  to  extend  it  to  young  saplins,  and  trees  not  fit  to  16  Ves.375. ' 

.         4.'     L  CoflSn  V.  CofHn, 

cut  as  timber.  Mad.&Geid.i7. 

64.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not,  however,  in  cases  of  this  Rolt  v. 
kind,  give  any  satisfaction  to  the  remainder  man  for  timber  actu-  2  Ab.  £q.'7S9. 
ally  cut  down. 

66.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  permit  a  tenant  for  life, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  to  commit  double  waste. 
66.  Lord  Archer  being  teimnt  for  life,  without  impeachment  Plymouth 

'^  *  t>.  Archer. 

VOL.  I.  K  lBro.C.C.l59. 
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of  waste,  of  an  estate  which  was  decreed  to  be  sold,  and  the 

money  invested  in  the  purchase  of  another  estate,  to  be  settled 

to  the  same  uses,  cut  down  timber. 

Lord  Thurlow  held  that  Lord  Archer's  personal  representatives 

were  bound  to  account  for  the  timber  cut :  for  as  Lord  A.  was  to 
Burges  r.  be  tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  of  the  estate 

i6'ytt.i74.       ^  ^  purchased,  if  he  might  commit  waste  upon  the  other 

estate,  before  it  was  sold,  he  would  have  the  benefit  of  double 

Is  anoczed  to       waste. 

estate"      °  67.  The  priyileges  given  to  a  tenant  for  life,  by  the  words, 

11  Rep.  83.  b.    without  impeachment  of  waste,  are  annexed  to  the  privity  of 

estate,  and  determine  with  it    Thus  it  is  said  that  if  a  lease  be 
made  to  one  for  the  term  of  another's  life,  without  impeachment 
of  waste,  the  remainder  to  him  for  his  own  life,  he  becomes 
Partial  powers    punishable  for  waste ;  for  the  first  estate  is  gone  and  drowned. 

68.  Some  cases  have  arisen  where  estates  for  life  have  been 
given,  with  partial  powers  of  committing  waste ;  and  the  Court 
of  Chancery  has  interposed  to  restrain  the  tenants  from  ex- 
Hewitv.  ceeding  such  powers. 

AiDb.508.  69.  Lands  were  devised  to  a  person  for  life,  with  power  to  cut 

2  Eden'8R.332.  j^^^  ^^^]^   j^^g  ^  f^^^  persons  named  in  the  will  should 

allow  of,  or  direct  by  writing.  All  these  persons  being  dead,  it 
was  decreed  that  power  of  cutting  down  timber  remained :  but 
the  Court  would  preserve  the  check.    It  was  referred  to  the 

Chamberlaia      Master  to  see  what  trees  were  fit  to  be  cut  down. 

1  Bro.c^['i66.      "^O*  ^^'  Dummer  devised  his  estate  at  C.  to  his  wife  for  life. 

3^549.  jii  ^  codicil  he  said,  "  Whereas  by  my  will  my  wife  cannot  cot 

any  timber,  now  my  will  and  mind  is,  that  she  may,  during  so 
long  time  as  she  continues  my  widow,  cut  timber,  for  her  own  use 
and  benefit,  at  seasonable  times  in  the  year." 

Mrs.  Dummer  began  to  fell  timber ;  the  person  in  reversion 
applied  for  an  injunction.  Lord  Thurlow  utterly  rejected  the 
idea  that  Mrs.  Dummer  was  only  to  cut  timber  for  her  own  use, 
or  for  estovers ;  and  thought  her  entitled  to  cut,  not  only  sncdi 
timber  as  would  suffer  by  standing,  but  every  thing  which  could 
fairly  be  called  timber ;  although  she  could  not  cut  such  sticks 
as  would  only  make  paling,  or  saplins  not  proper  to  be  cut  as 

Waste  by  timber. 

a;ite, c.  1.8.55.  71.  BisHops,  rcctofs,  parsons,  vicsTs,  and  other  ecclesiastical 
Vin.  Ab.  Tit.  pcrsous,  bciDg  considered  in  most  respects  as  tenants  for  life  of 
DUapidaiion.      ^j^^  lands  which  they  hold  jure  ecclesia,  are  disabled  from  com- 
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mitting  any  kind  of  waste ;  and  if  tbey  cut  down  trees«  unless 
for  reparations,  they  are  punishable  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts, 
and  also  by  writ  of  prohibition. 

72.  By  the  statute  35  £dw.  1.  it  is  declared,  that  parsons 
shall  not  presume  to  fell  trees  growing  in  the  church-yard,  but 
when  the  chancel  or  the  body  of  the  church  requires  reparations. 

And  Lord  Coke  has  cited  a  case  where,  upon  complaint  to  the  n  Rep.  49.  a. 
king  in  parliament,  that  the  Bishop  of  Durham  had  committed 
waste  by  destroying  timber,  a  prohibition  had  issued  against 
him.    In  another  case,  be  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  if  a  stockmao  v. 
bishop  cut  down  and  sold  trees,  and  did  not  employ  them  for  RoII.  Rep.  86. 
reparation,  and  any  one  would  move  it,  he  would  grant  a  prohi- 
bition out  of  the  King's  Bench. 

73.  The  authority  of  this  dictum  has  been  doubted  in  a  mo«  Jefiereon  v. 
dem  case,  in  which  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  it  had   i  Bos  &  Pai! 
no  power  to  issue  an  original  writ  of  prohibition,  to  restrain  a      ^' 
bishop  from  committing  waste,  in  the  possessions  of  his  see,  at 

least  at  the  suit  of  an  uninterested  person ;  and  doubted  whether 
even  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  had  such  a  power. 

74.  It  appears,  however,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  long 
exercised  this  kind  of  jurisdiction  :  for  there  is  a  case  stated  in  Ackiand  t>. 
2  Roll.  Ab.  813,  in  which   Lord  Keeper  Coventry  granted   a 
prohibition,  at  the  suit  of  a  patron,  against  a  prebendary,  for 
having  wasted  the  trees  of  his  prebend ;  and  this  doctrine  is  now 

fully  established. 

76.  The  patron  of  a  living  moved  for  an  injunction  against  Strachy  v. 
the  rector  to  stay  waste,  in  cutting  down  timber  in  the  church-  2  Atk.  217. 
yard.  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  a  rector  might  cut  down 
timber  for  the  repairs  of  the  parsonage^house,  or  the  chancel, 
but  not  for  any  common  purpose  :  and  this  he  might  be  justified 
in  doing  under  the  statute  35  £dw.  1.  stat.  2 ;  that  by  the  cus- 
tom of  the  country  he  might  cut  down  underwood  for  any  pur- 
pose ;  but  if  he  grubbed  it  up,  it  was  waste.  He  might  cut 
down  timber  likewise  for  repairing  any  old  pews  that  belonged 
to  the  rectory  ;  and  was  also  entitled  to  botes  for  repairing  barns 
and  outhouses  belonging  to  the  parsonage.  The  injunction  was 
granted. 

76.  A  bill  was  brought  by  a  patron  against  a  rector  to  stay  Knight  v. 
waste  in  digging  stones,  &c,  on  the  glebe,  other  than  what  was  Amb.YTS. 
necessary  for  repairing  and  improving  the  rectory ;  and  for  an 

K  2 
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account  of  what  had  been  dug  and  sold.  The  defendant  de* 
murred  as  to  the  account;  as  also  to  the  staying  the  digging  of 
stones,  other  than  for  repairs  and  improvements ;  and  by  way  of 
answer  set  out  that  the  quarries  were  opened  before. 

The  Court  said,  the  parson  had  a  fee  simple  qualified,  under 

restrictions,  in  right  of  the  church  :  but  he  could  not  do  every 

thing  that  a  private  owner  of  an  inheritance  could ;  he  could  not 

commit  waste ;  nor  open  mines,  but  might  work  those  already 

Kutland's  case,  Opened.    Even  a  bishop  could  not    Talbot,  bishop  of  Durham, 

contra.      '       applied  to  parliament  to  enable  him  to  open  mines :  but  it  was 

rejected.  Parsons  may  fell  timber,  or  dig  stones  to  repair:  they 
have  also  been  indulged  in  selling  such  timber  or  stone,  where 
the  money  has  been  applied  in  repairs.  Injunctions  have  been 
granted  even  against  bishops,  to  restrain  them  from  felling  large 
quantities  of  timber,  at  the  instance  of  the  Attorney-General,  on 
behalf  of  the  crown,  the  patron  of  bishoprics.  If  the  demurrer 
had  only  gone  to  an  account,  it  had  been  good ;  for  the  patron 
cannot  have  any  profit  from  the  living :  but  it  was  too  genend, 
and  must  be  over-ruled. 
Hoikins  o.  77.  In  a  modern  case  Lord  Thurlow  granted  an  injunction  to 

2Bro  c*c!&52.  ^^^y  Waste,  against  the  widow  of  a  rector,  during  the  vacancy, 

at  the  suit  of  the  patroness. 
Jones  v.HiU,  ^^«  It  was  resolved  in  4  Will,  and  Mary,  that  an  action  on 
3  Lei  266  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  dilapidations  might  be  sued  against  a  late  incum- 
bent who  had  resigned  a  benefice,  or  against  the  personal  repre- 
Radciifie  v.  sentatives  of  a  deceased  rector  or  vicar,  by  the  successor.  And  in 
2j&^B.e  ^  modern  case  it  was  held  that  an  action  for  dilapidations  also 
630.  lay  for  the  neglect  of  repairing  a  prebendal  house,  by  a  suc- 

ceeding prebendary,  against  his  predecessor,  or  his  personal 
representative. 

79.  By  the  statute  56  Geo.  3.  c.  52.  the  incumbents  of  any 
benefice,  with  the  consent  of  the  patron  and  the  bishop,  are  en- 
abled to  pay  the  monies  to  arise  by  sale  of  any  timber  cut  from 
Tit.  32.  c.  2.      the  glebe  lands  of  such  benefice,  either  for  equality  of  exchange, 

or  for  the  price  of  any  house  or  lands  purchased  by  them,  under 
the  authority  of  a  statute  which  will  be  stated  hereafter. 
Of  accidenttby       80.  At  common  law  tenants  for  life  were  not  answerable  for 

damages  done  by  fire,  whether  it  arose  from  accident  or  negli- 
gence. When  the  statute  of  Gloucester  rendered  tenants  for 
life  answerable  for  waste,  without  any  exception,  it  rendered 
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them  responsible  for  all  damages  done  by  fire.  But  now,  by  the 
statute  6  Ann.  c.  31.  s.  6.  it  is  enacted,  ''That  no  action,  suit» 
or  process  whatsoever,  shall  be  had,  maintained,  or  prosecuted 
against  any  person  in  whose  house  or  chamber  any  fire  shall 
accidentally  begin,  or  any  recompeuce  be  made  by  such  person 
for  any  damage  suflTered  or  occasioned  thereby ;  any  law,  usage, 
or  custom  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.''  By  the  7th  section 
of  this  statute  it  is  provided,  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall 
defeat  any  contract  or  agreement  made  between  landlord  and 
tenant. 

81.  In  consequence  of  this  last  clause  it  has  been  determined  Chatterfield 
that  where  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  settlement  covenanted  to  2Coni.R.626 
keep  a  house  in  good  and  sufficient  repair,  and  the  house  was 

burnt  down  by  accident,  he  was  bound  to  rebuild  it 

82.  It  is  now  become  usual,  where  the  intention  of  the  parties  6  Tenn  Rep. 
is  that  the  tenant  shall  not  be  liable  to  rebuild  in  case  of  acci- 
dental fire,  to  except  it  in  the  covenant  to  repair. 
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Estate   Tail  after  PossibUitj/  of  Issue  extifwt. 
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EtMe  TaU. 

I 
0.  BuiiiUhifmet<mlya»EiMe 

for  LtTe.  I 


Sect.  10.  TMBTentmthag  theprtperiy 

(/  tki  timber. 
12.  But  i$  reMtnuMed  from  Ma- 

HeiouB  Waste. 
16.  His  PriviUges  not  gnmiMe 

over. 


Section  I. 


How  it  ariiei. 


S.32. 


Idem. 


We  now  come  to  treat  of  those  estates  for  life  which  are  derived 
from  the  operatioa  of  some  principle  of  law.  Of  these  the  first 
is  called  an  estate  tail  after  possibility  of  issae  extinct ;  which  is 
thus  described  by  Littleton :  "  Where  tenements  are  given  to 
a  man  and  to  his  wife  in  especial  tail,  if  one  of  them  die  without 
issue,  the  survivor  is  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue 
extinct. 

2.  ^'  So  if  they  have  issue,  and  the  one  die,  albeit  that  during 
the  life  of  the  issue,  the  survivor  shall  not  be  said  tenant  in  tail 
after  possibility  of  issue  extinct ;  yet  if  the  issue  die  without 
issue,  so  as  there  be  not  any  issue  alive  which  may  inherit,  by 
force  of  the  entail,  then  the  surviving  party  is  tenant  in  tail,  afler 
possibility  of  issue  extinct" 

3.  "  Also  if  tenements  be  given  to  a  man  and  to  his  heirs 
which  he  shall  beget  on  the  body  of  his  wife ;  in  this  case  the 
wife  hath  nothing  in  the  tenemsnts,  and  the  husband  is  seised  as 
donee  in  special  tail :  and  in  this  case,  if  the  wife  die  without 
issue  of  her  body,  begotten  by  her  husband,  then  the  husband  is 
tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct. 

Littleton,  s.  34.       4.  ''  And  note,  that  none  can  be  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility 

of  issue  extinct,  but  one  of  the  donees,  or  the  donee  in  especial 
tail.  For  the  donee  in  general  tail  cannot  be  said  to  be  tenant 
in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct ;  because  always  durii^ 
his  Ufe  he  may  by  possibility  have  issue,  which  may  inherit  by 


Id.  8.  33. 
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force  of  the  same  entail.  And  in  the  same  manner  the  issue 
which  is  heir  to  the  donees  in  especial  tail  cannot  be  tenant 
in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  for  the  reason  above- 
said." 

5.  Nothing  but  a  moral  impossibility  of  having  issue  can  i  inst.28.  a. 
give  rise  to  this  estate.    Thus  if  a  person  gives  lands  to  a 

man  and  his  wife,  and  to  heirs  of  their  two  bodies,  and  they 
live  to  a  hundred  years,  without  having  issue,  yet  they  are 
tenants  in  tail ;  for  the  law  sees  no  impossibility  of  their  having 
issue. 

6.  The  impossibility  of  having  issue  must  proceed  from  the  idem. 
act  of  God,  and  not  from  the  act  of  the  parties.     For  if  lands  be 
given  to  a  man  and  bis  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies, 

and  after  they  are  divorced,  catisd  prtRcontractuSy  or  comangui- 
fdtatis,  their  estate  of  inheritance  is  turned  to  a  joint  estate  for 
life ;  and  although  they  had  once  an  inheritance  in  them,  yet 
for  that  the  estate  is  altered  by  their  own  act,  and  not  by  the 
act  of  Ood,  viz.  by  the  death  of  either  party  without  issue,  they 
are  not  tenants  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct. 

7.  A  person  may  be  tenant  in  tail,  after  possibility  of  issue  Bowles's  case, 
extinct,  of  an  estate  in  remainder,  as  well  as  of  an  estate  in  ^' 
possession.    Thus  if  a  lease  be  made  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to 

B.  and  his  wife,  in  special  tail ;  and  B.  dies  without  issue,  his 
widow  will  immediately  become  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of 
issue  extinct. 

8.  This  estate,  though  strictly  speaking  not  more  than  an  Has  some 
estate  for  life,  partakes  in  some  circumstances  of  an  estate  tail,  i^tate  uii^  ^° 
For  a  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  has  eight  ^  |°'^  ^- ^* 
qualities  or  privileges  in  common  with  a  tenant  in  tail.  —  L  He  i  Roll.  R.  184. 
is  dispunishable  for  waste,  because  he  continues  in  by  virtue  of        ^^' 

the  livery  upon  the  estate  tail ;  and  having  once  had  the  power 
of  committing  waste,  he  shall  not  be  deprived  of  it  by  the  act  of 
God.  2.  He  shall  not  be  compelled  to  attorn.  3.  He  shall  not 
have  aid  of  the  person  in  reversitm,  because  he  having  originally 
the  inheritance  by  the  first  gift,  has  likewise  the  custody  of  the 
writings,  which  are  necessary  to  defend  it.  4.  Upon  his  aliena- 
tion no  writ  of  entry  in  consimili  cam  lies.  5.  After  his  death 
no  writ  of  intrusion  lies.  6.  He  may  join  the  mise  in  a  writ 
of  right,  (a)  in  a  special  manner.    7.  In  a  precipe  brought  by 

(a)  These  writs  are  abolished  after  the  1st  day  of  June  1S3S,  by  stat.  3  and  4  Will, 
c.  27.  s.  36,  37. 
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him,  he  shall  not  name  himself  tenant  for  life.    8.  In  a  pracipe 

brought  against  him,  he  shall  not  be  named  barely  tenant  for 

life. 

But  is  in  fact         9.  There  are»  however,  four  qualities  annexed  to  this  estate> 

fOT  Hfc!  ^  *  ^     which  prove  it  to  be,  in  fact,  only  an  estate  for  life. — 1.  If  this 

i/liep^sab.    *^°^"*  makes  a  feoffment  in  fee,  it  is  a  forfeiture;   because 

having  no  longer  a  descendible  estate  in  him,  he  cannot  transfer 
such  an  estate  to  another,  without  the  prejudice  and  disherison 
of  the  person  in  remainder.  2.  If  an  estate  in  tail  or  in  fee  in 
the  same  lands  descends  upon  him,  the  estate  tail  after  possi- 
bility of  issue  extinct  is  merged.  (£)  3.  If  he  is  impleaded,  and 
makes  default,  the  person  in  reversion  shall  be  received,  as  upon 
default  of  any  other  tenant  for  life.  4.  An  exchange  between 
this  tenant  and  a  bare  tenant  for  life  is  good ;  for,  with  respect 
to  duration,  their  estates  are  equal. 
This  tenant  has       jQ.  It  is  said  in  Herlakenden's  case,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail, 

the  property  of  ^    ^  ^  ' 

the  timber.         after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  fells  the  trees,  the  lessor  shall 

have  them ;  for  inasmuch  as  he  has  but  a  particular  estate  for 
life  in  the  land,  he  cannot  have  an  absolute  interest  in  the  trees : 
but  he  shall  not  be  punished  in  waste,  because  his  original 
estate  was  not  within  the  statute  of  Gloucester.    This  is  denied 

I  RolL  Rep.      by  Lord  Coke,  who  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  at  common 

law  this  tenant  had  a  fee,  and  consequently  full  power  to  fell 
and  dispose  of  the  trees;  and  notwithstanding  the  statute  De 
Donis  had  made  the  estate  to  be  only  for  life,  yet  the  privilege 
and  liberty  was  not  taken  away. 

II  Rep.  81.  a.        11.  In  Lewis  Bowles's  case,  the  Court  observed  that  tenants 

in  special  tail,  at  the  common  law,  had  a  limited  fee  simple;  and 
when  their  estate  was  changed  by  the  statute  De  Donis,  yet 
there  was  not  any  change  of  their  interest  in  doing  of  waste  ;  so 
when,  by  the  death  of  one  donee  without  issue,  the  estate  is 
changed,  yet  the  power  to  commit  waste,  and  to  convert  it  to  his 
own  use,  was  not  altered  nor  changed,  for  the  inheritance  which 
Williams  v.        was  oncc  in  him.     And  in  a  modern  case  Lord  Eldon  held,  upon 

Williams, 

15  Ves.  419.  ^5^  [It  has  been  doubted  whether  any  merger  will  take  place  between  an  estate  tail 

3  Mad.  519.*       *^'  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  and  an  estate  for  life,  because  the  former,  though  equal 

in  quantity,  is  greater  in  quality  than  the  latter ;  Bowles  v.  Bertie,  Rol.  Rep.  178. 
LewisSBowles's  case,  11  Co.  81  ;  but  the  more  prevailing  opinion  seems  to  be  that  for 
all  the  purposes  of  merger,  this  estate  is  to  be  considered  as  a  mere  estate  for  life,  and 
susceptible  of  merger  as  such.  "2  PresioQ's  Conveyancing,  3  £d.222.  Co.  LiL  41.  b. 
42.  a.    Bro.  Abr.  EsUte,  25.] 
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the  authority  of  the  preceding  cases,  that  tenant  in  tail  after 
possibility,  being  dispunishable  for  waste  by  law,  has  equally 
with  tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  an  interest 
and  property  in  the  timber. 

12.  The  Court  of  Chancery,  by  analogy  to  the  rule  adopted  Bat  is  re- 

in  the  case  of  tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  maSLious"^"* 
will  restrain  persons  seised  of  estates  tail  after  possibility  of  ^'^^' 
issue  extinct  from  pulling  down  houses,  cutting  down  trees  2  Ch.  Ca.  32. 
planted  for  shelter  or  ornament,  or  any  other  kind  of  malicious 
waste. 

13.  A  woman  being  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  Abrahams, 
extinct,  and  having  married  again,  her  second  husband  felled  2Freem.63. 

•  2  Show  lis 

some  trees  m  a  grove  that  grew  near,  and  was  an  ornament  to, 
the  mansion-house.  Having  an  intent  to  fell  the  rest,  the  person 
in  remainder  preferred  his  bill  to  restrain  her  from  felling  those 
trees.  The  Court  discovered  a  strong  inclination  to  grant  the 
injunction  :  but  the  case  was  referred. 

14.  A  woman,  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  Anon, 
was  restrained  from  committing  waste,  in  pulling  down  houses, 

or  felling  trees,  which  stood  in  defence  of  the  house ;  and  also 
fruit  trees  in  the  garden.  But  for  some  turrets  of  trees  which 
stood  a  land's  length  or  two  from  the  house,  the  Court  would 
grant  no  injunction,  because  she  had  by  law  power  to  commit 
waste ;  and  yet  she  was  restrained  in  the  particulars  aforesaid, 
because  that  seemed  malicious. 

15.  On  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  stay  a  jointress,  tenant  Cook  v.  Wha- 
in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  from  committing  waste,  400.  *  ^' 
it  was  urged  that  she  being  a  jointress  within  the  statute 

11  Hen.  7.  ought,  in  equity,  to  be  restrained  from  cutting  timber, 
that  being  part  of  the  inheritance,  which  by  the  statute  she  was 
restrained  from  alienating.  The  Court  granted  an  injunction 
against  wilful  waste  in  the  site  of  the  house,  and  pulling  down 
houses. 

16.  The  privileges  which  this  tenant  enjoys  arise  from  the  His  privileges 

*  ®  .  .  not  grantable 

privity  of  estate,  and  because  the  inheritance  was  once  in  him ;  ofer. 
therefore  if  he  grants  over  his  estate  to  another,  his  grantee  will 
be  bare  tenant  for  life. 

17.  Thus  where  a  tenant  of  this  kind  granted  over  his  estate,  Apreece's  case, 

,1    ■.  ,  n      ..n       3  Leon.  241. 

the  grantee  was  compelled  to  attorn  as  a  bare  tenant  for  life ; 
and  so  to  be  named  in  a  quid  juris  clamat.    For  although  it  were 
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tnie  that  a  tenant  of  this  kind  was  not  compellable  to  attorn 
yet  that  was  a  privilege  annexed  to  his  person,  not  to  the  estate : 
but  by  the  assignment,  the  privity  was  altered,  and  the  privilege 
gone. 
3  &  4  Will.  i.       18.  [The  powers  of  disposition  given  by  the  late  statute  for 

abolishing  fines  and  recoveries  do  not  extend  to  tenants  in  tail, 
after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  who  axe  expressly  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  the  act,  by  sect  18.] 
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Section  I. 

The  second  ettate  for  life,  derived  from  the  oommoii  law,  is  that  origin  of  cur- 

which  a  husband  acquires  in  his  wife's  lands  by  having  issue  by  ^^* 

her ;  which  is  called  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  of  England*    For  i  insL  a6U  t* 
before  issue  had,  the  husbaud  has  only  an  estate  during  the  joint 
lives  of  himself  and  his  wife. 

2.  The  law  that  a  husband,  who  had  issue,  should  retain  the  Lindebrog,  LU 

lands  of  his  deceased  wife  during  his  life,  prevailed  among  all  tiu  92!^' 
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the  northera  nations.  And  when  the  customs  of  the  Normans 
were  reduced  into  writing,  this  law  was  inserted  among  them, 
and  is  thus  expressed  in  the  Latin  translation  of  the  Grand 
Coustomier,  c.  121.  Consuetudo  emm  in  Normannid  ex  antiquitate 
approbata,  quod  si  quis  uxorem  habuerit  ex  qud  luBredem  aliquum 
procreaverit,  quern  natum  vivumfuisse  constituerit,  sive  vioat,  she 
decesserit,  totum  feodum  quod  maritus  possidebat,  ex  parte  uxoris 
sua  tempore  quo  decesserit,  ipsi  maritOy  quamdiu  ab  aim  cessabii  nup- 
tits,  remanebit.  It  is  said  in  Home's  Mirror,  to  have  been  estab- 
lished in  England  by  King  Henry  I.  which  is  extremely  proba- 
ble,  as  there  is  a  full  account  of  it  in  the  Treatise  that  bears  the 
name  of  Glanville,  written  in  the  reign  of  King  Henry  II. 

3.  An  estate  by  the  curtesy  of  England  is  thus  described  by 
Littleton,  s.  35. — ''  Where  a  man  taketh  a  wife  seised  in  fee 
simple,  or  in  fee  tail  general,  or  seised  as  heir  in  special  tail,  and 
hath  issue  by  the  same  wife,  male  or  female,  bom  alive ;  albeit 
the  issue  after  dieth  or  liveth,  yet  if  the  wife  dies,  the  husband 
shall  hold  the  land  during  his  life,  by  the  law  of  England.''  And 
Sir  J.  Jekyll  has  observed,  that  the  husband's  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  has  no  moral  foundation  ;  and  is  therefore  properly  called 
a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  of  England,  that  is,  an  estate  by  the 
favour  of  the  law  of  England. 

4.  Littleton's  description  of  this  estate  points  out  four  circam- 
stances  as  absolutely  required  to  the  existence  of  this  estate ; 
namely,  I.  Marriage.  II.  Seisin  of  the  wife.  III.  Issue.  IV. 
Death  of  the  wife. 

5.  With  respect  to  the  marrii^e,  it  must  be  between  persons 
capable  of  contracting  together,  and  duly  solemnized.  It  should 
however  be  observed,  that  although  where  a  marriage  is  void,  the 
man  does  not  require  a  title  to  curtesy ;  yet  if  it  be  only  void- 
able, and  is  not  annulled  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  the  husband 
will  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy :  for  a  marriage  cannot  be  avoided 
by  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  after  the  death  of  either  of  the  parties. 
With  respect  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  fact  of  marriage,  it  will 
be  stated  in  the  next  title. 

6.  As  to  the  seisin  of  the  wife,  or  of  the  husband  in  right  of 
her,  it  is  a  circumstance  absolutely  required  ;  and  with  respect 
to  corporeal  hereditaments,  it  must  be  a  seisin  in  deed.  Thus 
Lord  Coke  says,  if  a  man  dies  seised  of  lands  in  fee  simple,  or 
fee  tail  general  and  they  descend  to  bis  daughter,  who  ouurries. 
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has  issue,  and  dies  before  entry,  the  husband  shall  not  be  tenant  Tit.  i. 
by  the  curtesy ;  yet  in  this  case  the  husband  had  a  seisin  in  law. 
But  if  she  or  her  husband  had  entered  during  her  life,  he  would 
have  been  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

7.  The  time  when  the  seisin  commences^  whether  before  or  i  jq^i,  30.  a. 
after  issue  had,  is  immaterial;  for  if  a  man  marries  a  woman 

seised  in  fee,  is  disseised,  and  then  has  issue,  and  the  wife  dies, 
he  shall  enter  and  hold  by  the  curtesy.  So  if  he  has  issue  which 
dies  before  the  descent  of  the  lands  on  the  wife. 

8.  If  a  woman,  tenant  in  tail  general,  makes  a  feo£fment  io  fee,  |  j^^.  29.  b. 
and  takes  back  an  estate  in  fee,  and  marries,  has  issue,  and  dies,  "*  ^* 

the  issue  may  in  a  formedon  (a)  recover  the  land  against  his 
father ;  because  be  is  to  recover  by  force  of  the  estate  tail,  as  heir 
to  his  mother,  and  is  not  inheritable  to  his  father. 

Mr.  Hargrave  has  observed  upon  this  passage,  that  the  hus- 
band could  not  have  curtesy  in  respect  of  the  fee,  because  that 
was  defeated  by  the  son's  recovery  in  the  formedon ;  nor  in 
respect  of  the  tail,  because  the  wife's  feoffment,  before  the  mar- 
riage, had  discontinued  it ;  consequently  there  could  be  no  seisin 
of  it  during  the  marriage. 

9.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  possession  of  a  lessee  for  years  xit  1. 8.26. 
is  the  possession  of  the  person  to  whom  the  inheritance  descends, 

before  entry  or  receipt  of  rent.  Therefore  if  lands,  which  are  let 
for  years,  descend  upon  a  married  woman,  who  lives  beyond  the 
day  on  which  the  rent  became  due,  without  receiving  it,  yet  her 
husband  will  be  entitled  to  curtesy. 

10.  An  estate  tail  descended  from  her  brother  to  Alice  Ri-  DeGre^v. 
chardson,  who  was  married,  and  bad  issue ;  the  lands  were  let  3^]^^.  459°' 
on  leases  for  years,  and  the  rents  were  payable  at  Michaelmas 

and  Lady-day.  The  tenants  being  greatly  in  arrear,  Alice  did 
not  receive  any  of  the  Lady-day  rents,  but  died  four  months 
after  that  time ;  nor  did  any  other  person  receive  rent  during  her 
life.  The  question  was,  whether  her  husband  was  entitled  to  be 
tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

Lord  Ilardwicke  said,  if  Alice  had  died  before  Lady-day,  there 
could  not  have  been  a  doubt  of  the  husband's  right  to  curtesy, 
because  he  could  do  nothing  till  the  rent  became  due.  The  only 
objection  arose  from  the  neglect  of  the  husband  in  not  distraining 

(a)  This  writ  abolished  after  the  Ist  June  1835,  by  slat.  3  And  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  ». 
36,  37. 
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for  the  rent  which  became  dae  at  Lady-day.  The  receipt  of  rent 
would  have  amounted  to  an  actual  seisin.  If  the  representatives 
of  the  brother  had  received  any  rent  during  the  life  of  the  wife^ 
it  would  have  been  a  material  objection :  but  no  part  of  the 
rent  which  accrued  after  the  death  of  the  brother  was  ever 
received  by  the  wife,  or  by  any  other  person ;  so  that  the  posses- 
sion of  the  lessee  was  the  possession  of  the  wife ;  nor  could  tbeie 
be  any  other  without  making  the  husband  a  trespasser.  Decreed 
that  the  husband  was  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

1 L  A  devise  to  executors  for  payment  of  debts  does  not  pre- 
vent the  descent  of  the  freehold  and  inheritance ;  from  whence  it 
follows  that,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  there  will  be  curtesy. 
Guavara*s  12.  A  person,  who  had  issue  a  daughter,  devised  his  lands  to 

96.  a.  his  executors  for  payment  of  his  debts,  and  until  his  debts  were 

Tit.  8.  c.  1.       paid.    The  executors  entered.    The  daughter  married,  had  issue, 

and  died  ;  afterwards  the  debts  were  paid.    It  was  resolved  that 
the  husband  should  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 
1  lost  29.  a.  13.  Where  the  wife's  estate  was  let  for  life  before  the  marriage, 

the  husband  cannot  acquire  a  seisin  thereof,  and  will  therefore 
not  be  entitled  to  curtesy.    If  a  rent  be  reserved,  it  seems  doubt- 
ful whether  the  husband  will  be  entitled  to  have  curtesy  of  it :  in 
Tit.  6.  c.  3.       a  similar  case.  Lord  Coke  was  of  opinion  that  a  wife  should  have 

dower. 

14.  With  respect  to  the  seisin  which  is  necessary  in  incorpo- 
real hereditaments,  to  give  a  title  to  curtesy,  it  will  be  stated  in 
Title  21  Advowson,  and  the  subsequent  Titles. 
III.  inue.  15.  The  third  circumstance  required  to  the  existence  of  an 

estate  by  the  curtesy  is  issue ;  after  which  the  husband  was 
formerly  allowed  to  do  homage  alone,  and  was  called  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  initiate.  Such  issue  must,  however,  have  the  fol- 
lowing qualities  to  entitle  the  husband  to  curtesy.  1.  It  must 
be  bom  alive.  2.  In  the  lifetime  of  the  mother.  3.  And  be 
capable  of  inheriting  the  estate. 
Who  mutt  be  l^-  ^X  ^^^  o^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  deemed  necessary  that  the  child 

Briic.^8'  should  not  only  be  bom  alive,  but  be  heard  to  cry  ;  and  that 
1  init  29.  b.  circumstance  was  to  be  proved  by  persons  who  actually  heard  it. 
Dyer  25.  b.'      not  by  those  who  learned  it  by  hearsay.     Littleton,  however, 

appears  to  have  doubted  whether  it  was  necessary  to  prove  that 
the  child  cried  ;  and  Lord  Coke  deduces  an  argument  from  the 
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form  of  pleading,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  to  prove  that  any  other 
evidence  would  be  sufficient. 

17.  The  issue  must  be  bom  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife :  so  in  the  lUMme 

of  th6  wife* 

that  if  she  dies  in  childbed,  and  the  issue  is  taken  out  of  the  i  in8t.29.  b. 

womb  by  the  Csssarean  operation,  the  husband  will  not  be        p-     •  • 

entitled  to  curtesy.    For  at  the  instant  of  the  mother's  death  he 

was  clearly  not  entitled,  as  having  had  no  issue  born  i  but  the 

land  descended  to  the  child,  while  in  bis  mother's  womb ;  and 

the  estate,  being  once  so  vested,  shall  not  be  taken  from  him  and 

his  heirs. 

18.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  issue  be  bom  before  or  after  8  ^?*  36.  b. 
the  seisin  of  the  wife.  Thus  if,  after  issue  is  born,  lands  descend 

to  the  wife,  be  the  issue  dead  or  alive  at  the  time  of  tlie  descent, 
the  husband  shall  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  So  if,  after  the  13  Rep.  23. 
death  of  the  issue,  the  wife  acquires  lands  in  fee,  and  dies  with- 
out having  had  any  other  issue,  her  husband  shall  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy.  For  the  having  issue,  and  being  seised  during  the 
coverture,  is  sufficient,  though  it  be  at  several  times. 

19.  The  issue  must  be  such  as  is  capable  of  inheriting  the  ^J^^J^  ^^l 
estate :  therefore  if  lands  be  given  to  a  woman  and  the  heirs  male  iog  the  estate. 
of  her  body,  who  has  issue  a  daughter  only,  her  husband  will  not  g  itep.  35.  b. 
be  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

20.  If  a  woman  seised  in  fee  simple  marries,  has  issue,  and  then  3  Rep.  34.  b. 
her  husband  dies,  and  she  takes  another  husband,  by  whom  she 

also  has  issue ;  though  the  issue  by  the  first  husband  be  living, 
yet  the  second  husband  shall  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  ;  because 
his  issue  by  possibility  may  inherit,  if  the  first  issue  die  without 
issue. 

21.  If  the  wife  has  issue,  and  after  is  attainted  of  felony,  so  i  lost.  40.  a. 
as  the  issue  cannot  inherit  to  her,  yet  the  husband  shall  be 

tenant  by  the  curtesy,  in  respect  of  the  issue  bom  before  the 
felony,  which  by  possibility  might  then  have  inherited.  But  if 
the  wife  had  been  attainted  of  felony  before  issue  had,  although 
she  had  issue  afterwards,  the  husband  would  not  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy. 

[22.  In  the  recent  case  of  Barker  v.  Barker  the  devise  was  ^  ^*™-  ^*^' 
to  A.  and  her  heirs ;  but  if  she  died  leaving  issue,  then  to  such 
issue  and  their  heirs.    A  died  leaving  issue,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  husband  of  A.  was  not  entitled  to  curtesy  as  the  children 
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took  by  purchase,  and  the  wife  had  not  Buch  an  estate  as  could 

descend  upon  them.] 
Tit.  29.  C.3.  23.  It  is  a  rule  of  law  that  no  person  can  be  heir  to  an  ances- 

/',   /.  >    </  .  ^       tor,  unless  such  ancestor  died  seised  :  hence  probably  arose  the 

doctrine  which  requires  an  actual  seisin  in  the  wife ;  for,  without 

such  an  actual  seisin,  her  issue  would  not  be  capable  of  inheriting 

from  her. 
IV.  Death  of  24.  The  fourth  and  last  circumstnnce  required  to  give  a  title  to 

tliA  wife. 

1  insu  SO.  a.     curtesy  is  the  death  of  the  wife,  by  which  the  estate  of  the 

husband  becomes  consummate. 
Cartes^  in  25.  By  the  Special  custom  of  gavelkind,  a  husband  who  sur- 

^     ^    *         vives  his  wife  is  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  her  lands,  whether  be  has 

issue  or  not ;  but  which,  in  conformity  to  the  custom  of  Nor- 
2Rob.Gav.c.i.  mandy,  is  forfeited  by  a  second  marriage.  Mr.  Robinson,  in  his 
note*(i).  **      Treatise  on  Gavelkind,  observes  that  this  was  formerly  called  the 

Man's  Free  Bench  ;  and  cites  a  record  of  21  Edw.  1 .  in  which 
this  custom  is  recognized. 
Who  may  be  26.  As  to  the  persons  who  are  capable  of  acquiring  an  estate 

curtesy.  of  this  kind,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  observe,  that  all  those  who 

are  capable  of  taking  freehold  estates  may  be  tenants  by  the 
curtesy. 
7  Rep.  25.  a.         27.  An  alien  cannot,  however,  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy ;  for 

although  he  may  take  an  estate  by  purchase,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  crown,  yet  he  cannot  take  an  estate  by  act  of  law ;  for  the 
law  will  not  transfer  an  estate  to  a  person  who  cannot  keep  it» 
but  must  immediately  give  title  to  another.  If  an  alien  be  made 
a  denizen,  and  afterwards  has  issue,  he  may  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy,  in  respect  of  such  issue ;  though  he  would  not  be  entitled 
on  account  of  issue  had  before. 
Bro.  Ah.  28.  Persons  attainted  of  treason  or  felony  cannot  be  tenants 

^  ^*  *  by  the  curtesy ;  for,  being  extra  legem  positi,  they  are  become 
incapable  of  deriving  any  benefit  from  the  law ;  and  by  conse- 
quence, of  this  in  particular,  which  intended  to  give  the  inherit- 
ance only  to  those  who  were  capable  of  holding  it  during  their 
lives. 
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CHAP.  IL 

Of  what    Things  a   man   maif  be  Tenant  by  the  Curtesj/,  aud 

Nature  of  this  Estate. 


Sect.  1.  EstateM  in  Fee  Simple. 
5.  Estates  Tail. 

11.  Estates  in  Coparcenary. 

12.  Trust  Estates. 

IS.  Mimey  to  be  laid  out  in  Land. 
15.  Efuities  of  Redemption. 
10.  Incorporeal  Hereditaments. 

17.  What  Things  are  not  Liable 

to  Curtesy. 

18.  Estates  not  of  Inheritance. 


Sect.  23.  Estates  in  Joint-Tenancy. 

23.  Remainders  and  Reversions. 

24.  Lands  Assigned  for  Dower. 

25.  Copyhold  Estates, 

26.  Nature  ^  this  Estate. 
81.  Forfeitable  for  Alienation. 
8S.  But  not  for  Adultery. 

84.  This  Tenant   is  Punishable 
for  Waste. 


Section  I. 

It  appears  from  Glanville,  Lib.  7.  c.  18.,  that  the  right  to  curtesy  Esutes  in  fee 
was  originally  confined  to  the  maritagium  of  the  wife.  But  when  Bract!  437.  b. 
Bracton  wrote^  this  right  was  extended  to  all  the  lands  whereof  ^*  ^* 
the  wife  was  seised,  whether  she  acquired  them  by  inheritance, 
or  as  a  maritagium,  or  by  donation.    And  Littleton's  description 
of  curtesy  extends  to  all  estates  in  fee  simple. 

2.  If  a  woman,  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  Bro.  Ab.  Estate 
takes  a  husband,  has  issue,  and  the  fee  simple  descends  upon  her, 

the  husband  will  be  entitled  to  curtesy  ;  because,  by  the  descent 
of  the  fee,  the  estate  tail  after  possibility  was  merged ;  and  the 
wife  became  tenant  in  fee  simple  executed. 

3.  A  man  may  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  a  capital  messuage,  i  Inst.  30.  b^ 
though  it  be  caput  comitatusj  or  baronue,  as  well  as  of  a  castle, 

which  serves  for  the  public  defence  of  the  realm ;  and  also  of  an 
honour  or  manor,  with  all  their  rights  and  appurtenances. 

4.  Where  by  articles  previous  to  marriage  a  woman  granted  to  Stedman  v. 
her  intended  husband,  during  their  joint  lives,  the  interest  of  her  3  Atk!^423. 
money,  and  the  rents  of  her  estate,  of  which  she  was  seized  in 

fee,  to  maintain  the  house,  8cc. ;  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  this 
wais  not  intended  to  abridge  the  husband's  legal  rights ;  therefore 

VOL.    1.  L 
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that  he  was  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the  estate 
whereof  his  wife  was  seised  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  as  well 
as  to  an  estate  which  came  to  her  after. 

Eitatos  tail.  5.  Before  the  statute  De  Donis  conditional  fees  were  subject 

to  curtesy.  And  when  that  statute  converted  them  into  estates 
taily  husbands  were  allowed  to  be  tenants  by  the  curtesy  of  them 
also. 

5J^«P-^5.b.        g.  Where  lands  were  dven^  before  the  statute  De  Donis, 

2  Inst.  336.  =>         »  r    •  i- 

to  a  man  and  a  woman,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  to  be 
begotten,  the  course  of  descent  was  in  some  degree  changed 
by  their  having  issue ;  for  then  the  land  became  descendible  to 
all  the  heirs  of  the  donee's  body,  and  also  liable  to  the  curtesy 
of  a  second  husband.  To  prevent  this,  it  was  enacted  by 
the  statute  De  Donis,  that  where  lands  were  given  in  this 
manner,  a  second  husband  should  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

7.  In  Littleton's  description  of  curtesy,  it  is  confined  to  womea 
seised  as  heirs  in  special  tail.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  howeyer, 
but  that  the  husband  of  a  woman  donee  in  special  tail  would  be 
also  entitled  to  curtesy. 

8.  It  was  formerly  doubted  whether  a  man  could  be  tenant 
by  the  curtesy  of  an  estate  tail,  after  failure  of  issue  capable  of 
inheriting  the  estate  ;  by  which  the  estate  tail  was  in  fact  deter- 
mined, and  the  donor's  right  to  the  reversion  accrued.  Bat  it 
has  been  resolved  that,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the  hufil>and 
should  have  his  curtesy. 

Paine'scase,         9.  A  man,  having  issue  two  daughters,  gave  lands  to  the 
1  last.  30.  a.      elder,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body ;  remainder  to  the  younger,  and 

the  heirs  of  her  body.  The  elder  daughter  married,  and  had 
issue  born  alive,  that  died ;  afterwards  she  herself  died.  The 
younger  daughter  entered  upon  the  husband  of  the  elder,  who 
claimed  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  It  was  objected  that  the 
husband  should  not  in  this  case  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
because  the  estate  of  the  wife  was  determined ;  and  the  estate 
of  the  husband,  which  was  derived  out  of  that  of  the  wife^ 
could  not  continue  longer  than  the  primitive  estate  endured ; 
for,  cessanie  statu  prinUtivOf  cessat  deri'oativus.  But  it  was 
answered  and  resolved  that  at  covimon  law,  if  lands  had  been 
given  to  a  woman  and  the  heirs  of  her  body,  and  she  had  taken 
a  husband,  and  had  issue,  and  the  issue  bad  died,  and  the  wife 
had  died  without  issue,  whereby  the  inheritance  of  tlie  land 
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reverted  to  the  donor ;  in  that  case  the  estate  of  the  wife  was 
detennined,  and  yet  the  husband  should  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy ;  for  that  was  tacUi  implied  in  the  gift :  that  the  hus- 
band wa8»  therefore,  entitled  in  this  case  to  hold  the  estate  tail 
during  bis  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  The  estate  by  the 
curtesy  was  not  derived  merely  out  of  the  estate  of  the  wife,  but 
was  given  to  the  .husband  by  the  privilege  and  benefit  of  the 

law;   for  as  soon  as  the  husband  bad  issue,  his  title  became 

« 

initiate*  and  could  not  afterwards  be  defeated  by  the  death  of 
the  issue ;  which,  being  the  act  of  God,  ought  not  to  turn  to 
his  prejudice. 

10.  Curtesy  is  an  incident   so  inseparably  annexed  to  an  i  Inst.  224.  ■. 
estate  tail,  that  it  cannot  be  restrained  by  any  proviso  or  condi-       ^^' 
tion  whatever. 

1 1.  A  man  may  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  an  estate  in  tee  Estates  in  Co- 

,  parceDary» 

Simple,  or  in  tail,  held  in  coparcenary,  or  in  common  with  Tit.  19.  &  20. 

other  persons ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  under  those 

Titles. 

12.  Although  curtesy  is  a  right  derived  from  positive  institu-  'I'^ust  estates. 
tion,  not  from  any  moral  principles,  yet  it  is  much  favoured  in 

equity ;  for  trust  estates  have  been  decreed  to  be  subject  to  Tit.  1^  c.  2. 
curtesy ;  and  the  courts  of  equity  will  assist  a  tenant  of  this  '*    *     *   ^' 
kind  in  removing  trust  terms  for  years ;  of  which  an  account  will 
be  given  hereafter. 

13.  It  has  been  stated  to  be  a  rule  in  equity  that  money  agreed  Money  to  be 
or  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  shall  be  con-  x^t.  KsIV'  * 
fiidered  as  land  to  all  intents  and  purposes.    And  upon  this 
principle  it  has  been  held  that  a  man  may  be  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy of  money  agreed  or  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase 

of  land. 

14.  A  person  devised  300/.  to  her  daughter  Mary,  to  be  laid  J'^^/J* 
out  by  her  executrix  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  settled  to  the  2  Vera.  636. 
only  use  of  her  said  daughter  and  her  children ;  if  she  died 
without  issue,  the  lands  to  be  equally  divided  between  her  bro- 
thers and  sisters.    The  plaintiff  married  Mary  the  legatee,  and 

had  issue  by  her.    She  and  her  children  being  dead,  i^nd  the 
money  not  laid  out  in  land,  the  bill  was,  that  the  plaintiff  might 
either  have  the  money  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and   ' 
settled  on  him  for  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  have  the  in- 
teivest  of  it  during  bis  life. 

L  2 
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The  Court  observed,  that  if  this  had  been  an  immediate  devise 
of  landy  the  devisee  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail,  consequently 
the  husband  would  have  been  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  It  was, 
therefore,  decreed  that  the  money  should  be  considered  as  land; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  interest  and  produce  there- 
of during  his  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

15.  An  equity  of  redemption  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple  which 
is  mortgaged  in  fee,  or  for  years,  has  been  decreed  to  be  subject 
to  curtesy ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  hereafter. 

16.  Some  incorporeal  hereditaments,  such  as  advowsons, 
tithes,  commons,  and  rents,  are  liable  to  curtesy ;  of  which  an 
account  will  be  given  under  those  respective  titles. 

17.  Having  stated  the  different  kinds  of  property  which  are 
liable  to  curtesy,  it  will  now  be  necessary  to  enquire  what  things 
are  not  subject  to  this  right. 

I8.JN0  estates  in  land  are  subject  to  curtesy,  but  those  of  in- 
heritance;  for  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  is  a  continuation  of  the 
inheritance  ;  and,  therefore,  there  can  be  no  tenancy  by  the  cur- 
tesy, unless  the  children  take  the  inheritance ;  for  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  that  the  moment  the  husband  takes  as  tenant  by  the 
curtesy,  the  inheritance  should  descend  from  the  wife  to  her 
child  or  children. 

19.  Lands  were  devised  to  Ann  Boothby  and  her  assigns  for 
her  life :  if  she  married,  and  had  issue  male  of  her  body  living  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  then  to  such  issue  male  and  his  heirs  male 
for  ever.  Ann  Boothby  married,  had  issue,  and  died  in  the  life- 
time of  her  husband. 

It  was  held  that  the  inheritance  never  having  been  vested  in 
the  wife  during  her  life,  her  husband  could  not  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy. 

20.  Lands  were  devised  to  A.  and  her  heirs  ;  if  she  died  be- 
fore her  husband,  he  to  have  20/.  a  year ;  the  remainder  to  go  to 
the  children.  The  wife  died  before  her  husband.  The  Court 
said  it  was  a  rule,  in  the  case  of  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  that 
the  estate  should  come  out  of  the  inheritance,  and  not  out  of  the 
freehold ;  therefore  the  husband  was  not  entitled  to  curtesy. 

21.  A  woman  tenant  in  tail,  previous  to  her  marriage,  convey- 
ed  her  estate,  by  lease  and  release,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  her 
husband  for  life,  remainder  to  herself  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage.    The  woman  died  in  the 
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lifetime  of  her  husband ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  husband  did 

not  take  any  estate  under  the  settlement^  because  it  was  not 

competent  to  the  wife  to  pass  the  estate  by  such  a  conveyance, 

to  the  prejudice  of  her  issue,  after  her  death,  and  that  he  did  not 

take  an  estate  by  the  curtesy ;  because  the  instant  the  marriage  xit.  2.  c.  2. 

took  effect  the  estate  was  vested  in  the  husband  during  the  joint  ^ 

lives  of  himself  and  his  wife ;  consequently  there  never  was  one 

moment  during  the  coverture  when  the  wife  was  seised  of  an 

estate  tAi\  in  possession ;  which  was  necessary,  in  order  to  make 

the  husband  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

22.  Estates  in  fee  or  in  tail,  which  are  held  in  joint^tenancy,  Estates  in 
are  not  subject  to  curtesy ;  of  which  the  reason  will  be  given  in  xitTier*'*^^' 
that  title. 

23.  Lord  Coke  says,  a  man  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  Remainders 
of  a  remainder  or  reversion  expectant  upon  an  estate  of  freehold,  ^\ou^, 
unless  the  particular  estate  be  determined  during  the  coverture.  ^  i>»t.a9.  a. 
But  a  man  is  entitled  to  curtesy  of  a  reversion  expectant  on  an 

estate  for  years,  because  the  wife  was  seised  of  a  freehold.  iinM,c.  l.  s.10. 

24.  A  man  cannot  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  lands  which  are  Lands  assigned 
assigned  to  a  woman  for  her  dower ;  of  which  the  reasons  will 

be  given  in  the  next  title. 

26.  Copyhold  estates  are  not  liable  to  curtesy  by  the  common  Copyhold 
law :  but  there  are  many  manors  in  which  the  husband  of  a 
female  copyholder  is,  by  particular  custom,  entitled  to  his  wife's 
estate,  if  he  survives  her,  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in 
a  future  title.  A  man  may,  however,  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  Tit.  lo. 
of  the  rents  and  services  due  for  copyholds,  where  his  wife  was 
seised  of  the  manor  of  which  they  are  held. 

26.  An  estate  by  the  curtesy  is  no  more  than  a  bare  estate  for  Nature  of  this 
life ;  nor  has  this  tenant  any  more  privileges  than  a  mere  tenant      ^'^' 

for  life.  By  the  custom  of  Normandy,  it  was  determinable  upon 
the  second  marriage  of  the  tenant ;  which,  we  have  seen,  is  still 
the  case  in  gavelkind  lands. 

27.  An  estate  by  the  curtesy  is  considered  in  many  respects  3  Rep.  22.  b. 
as  a  continuation  of  the  wife's  estate ;  therefore  the  husband 

is  entitled  to  all  those  rights  and  privileges  which  his  wife  would 
have  had  if  she  were  alive,  and  which  were  annexed  to  her  estate. 

28.  No  entry  is  necessary  to  complete  this  estate ;  for  oa  the  Bro.  Ab. 
death  of  the  wife,  the  law  adjudges  the  freehold  to  be  in  the  ^^"^* 
husband  immediately,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 
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1  Atk.  606.  29.  Where  an  estate,  of  which  a  man  it  tenant  by  the  cur- 

tesy, is  charged  with  the  paym^it  of  a  sum  of  money ;  the 
person  entitled  to  the  inheritance  can  oblige  the  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  to  keep  down  the  interest,  as  well  as  any  other  tenant 
for  life, 

2  iD8t.30i.  30*  '^^^  tenant  by  the  curtesy  shall  be  attendant  on  the  lord 
8  Rep  36.  a.      paramount  for  the  services  due  in  respect  of  the  lands  that  he 

holds  by  this  title. 

Forfeitable  for         31-  If  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  aliens  in  fee,  or  in  tail,  or  for 

2  i^stfdOQ.        ^^®  '^^^  ^^  ^^^  grantee  it  is  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate :  and  the 

person  in  reversion  inky,  by  the  Stat,  of  Westminster  2.  c  24. 

have  a  writ  of  entry,  in  consimili  casu. 
Tiu  32.  c.  25.        32.  Tenants  by  the  curtesy  are  restrained  by  the  Stat  of 

Oloucestcir,  6  Edw.  i.e.  1.  from  barring  the  heirs  of  their  wives, 

by  warranty  without  assets. 
Bat  not  fof  33.  A  husband  does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  an  estate  by  the 

3  P.  Wms.  276.  Curtesy,  by  leaving  his  wife,  and  living  in  adultery  with  another 

woman. 
-^^  J ?^,^1^  ^'        34.  It  appears  to  have  been  doubtful  whether  a  tenant  by  the 

puDiSAabla  for  . 

Waste.  curtesy  was  punishable  at  common  law  for  waste.    It  was  there- 

301^353.  '       ^^^^  enacted  by  the  Stat,  of  Gloucester,  6  Edw.  1.  c.  6.  that  a 

writ  of  waste  might  be  brought  against  him,  and  that  he  should 
Sap.  p.  120.  D.    incur  the  same  penalties  for  committing  waste  as  any  other 

tenant  for  life. 
2  intt.  301.  35.  There  is  such  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  tenant  by 

8vo?p.23b.       ^^  curtesy  and  the  heir,  that  at  common  law,  although  both 

had,  as  it  were  by  consent,  granted  away  their  estates,  yet  no 
action  of  waste  lay  against  any  other  than  the  tenant  by  the 
curtesy ;  nor  against  him,  by  any  other  than  the  heir  at  law. 
By  the  Statute  of  Gloucester,  c.  6.  a  remedy  is  provided  for  the 
grantee  of  the  reversion,  against  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  so  long 
as  he  continues  his  estate;  or  against  his  assignee.  But  while 
the  heir  keeps  his  reversion,  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  liable 
to  his  action  of  waste,  notwithstanding  any  assignment;  the 
statute  having  provided  no  remedy  for  this  case. 
1  lost  57.  a.  36.  It  appears  somewhat  doubtful  whether  tenant  by  the  cur- 
TU3.  C.2.       ^^y  ^^  within  the  statute  6  Anne,  c.  31.  respecting  accidental 

fire. 
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TITLE  VI. 
DOWER. 


CHAP.  I. 
Origin  and  Nature  of  Dower. 

CHAP.  IL 
Of  what  Things  Dower  may  be,  and  Nature  of  this  Estate. 

CHAP.  III. 
Assignment  of  Dower,  and  Modes  of  recovering  it. 

CHAP.  IV. 
What  will  operate  as  a  Bar  or  Satisfaction  of  Dower. 

CHAP.    I. 
Origin  and  Nature  of  Dower. 


Skt.  1.  Origva  0/  Ditwer. 

6.  Dower  ai  Commtm  Lmo. 

7.  Dower  hy  CmKUm. 

11.  CircumMtaMces  required. 

13.  I.  Marriage. 

14.  How  proved. 

15.  Effect  <if  Dworeee. 

19.  II.  Seisin  qfthe  Husband. 


Sect.  26.  Seisin  ^  Gavelkind  Lande. 

27.  III.  Death  nfthe  Hueband. 

28.  Who  may  be  endowed. 

29.  Who  are  incapable  qf  Dower ^ 
SO.  Aliens, 

32.  Jewesses. 

33.  Women  Stolen. 


Section  I. 

The  third  estate  for  life,  derived  from  the  law,  is  that  which  a  Origin  of 
widow  acquires  in  a  certain  portion  of  her  husband's  real  pro- 
perty, after  his  death,  for  her  support  and  maintenance.    It  is 
called  Dower,  and  is  derived  from  the  Germans,  among  whom  it 
was  a  rule  that  a  virgin  should  have  no  marriage  portion,  but 
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that  the  husband  should  allot  a  part  of  his  property  for  her  use, 
in  case  she  survived  him.  Thus  Tacitus  says, — Doiem  non  uxor 
marito,  sed  uxori  maritus  offerL  And  when  the  Germans  esta- 
blished themselves  in  the  southern  parts  of  Europe^  and  reduced 
Voce  Dos  ^^^^  customs  into  writing,  they  fixed  the  portion  of  the  husband's 

Baluz.  Form,      lands,  which  he  might  allot  for  his  wife's  dower.    The  Longo^ 

Vol.  II.  414.  . 

937]  '      bardic  code  directed  that  it  should  consist  of  a  fourth  part,  the 

c.  is!  ^  ^*^™'  Gothic  of  a  tenth  ;  and  in  process  of  time  regular  forms  were 

invented  for  the  purpose  of  constituting  dower. 
Lindebww,  2»  The  Saxons,  like  all  the  other  German  nations,  were  well 

Ll.  Sax.  Til.  7.  .        J      .  ,      .  -  r  . 

acquainted  with  the  custom  of  dower ;  for  it  appears  from  the 
laws  of  King  Edmund,  that  a  widow  was  entitled  to  a  moiety  of 
her  husband's  property*  for  her  life ;  but  which  she  forfeited  by 
a  second  marriage.  In  the  Appendix  to  Somner's  Gavelkind, 
there  is  a  Saxon  charter,  intituled  Chirographum  Perveiustum  de 
Nuptiis  contrahendis,  et  Dote  Comtituendd,  in  which  particular 
lands*  together  with  thirty  oxen*  twenty  cows*  ten  horses*  and 
ten  bondmen,  are  appointed  for  the  wife's  dower.  It  is  not 
known  whether  the  Conqueror  made  any  alteration  in  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  customs  respecting  dower ;  so  that  it  probably  continued 
to  consist  of  a  moiety  of  the  husband's  lands,  upon  condition 
that  the  widow  remained  chaste  and  unmarried.  But  by  the 
charter  of  King  Henry  I.  this  condition  of  chastity  and  widow- 
hood was  only  required  where  there  was  issue. 

3.  The  law  of  dower,  appears  however*  to  have  been  altered  ia 
Lib.  6.  c.  1,  ^^^  reign  of  King  Henry  II. ;  for  Glanville  states  it  thus.  Every 
2,  &c.  jQj^,^  ^^  bound,  both  by  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  law,  to  en- 
dow his  wife  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  ;  either  by  naming  the 
dower  in  particular,  or  by  endowing  her  generally  of  all  his 
lands.  If  he  endowed  her  generally,  then  the  wife  was  entitled 
to  her  dos  rationabilis^  which  was  one-third  of  her  husband's  free- 
hold. If  he  named  a  dower  which  amounted  to  more  than  a 
third,  it  was  not  allowed,  but  was  reduced  to  a  third.  Nor  was 
the  wife  entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  of  her  husband's  subse- 

c.  101.  quent  acquisitions*  unless  he  specially  engaged  before  the  priest 

to  endow  her  of  them.    And  these  regulations  are  exactly  simi- 
lar to  those  contained  in  the  Grand  Coustunuer  of  Normandy. 

4.  Nothing  is  mentioned  in  King  John's  Magna  Charts,  or 
the  tirst  charter  of  Henry  III.  respecting  dower :  but  in  the 
charters  of  1217  and  1224,  it  is  declared  that  dower  should  con- 
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« 

sist  of  a  third  of  all  the  lands  which  the  husband  held  during 

his  life,  unless  the  wife  had  been  endowed  of  a  smaller  portion 

at  the  church  door,  (a)    Assignetur  autem  ei  pro  dote  su&,  tertia  Biacfcst. 

pan  totius  terra  mariti  sui,  qnafuit  sua  in  vitd  sud,  nm  de  tninori  2  lasu  I6. 

fuerit  dotata  ad  ostium  ecclesue. 

5.  Dower  at  common  law  is  thus  described  by  Littleton,  s.  Dower  at  com- 
36. — ^**  Tenant  in  dower  is  where  a  man  is  seised  of  certain  "*®'***^" 
lands  and  tenements  in  fee  simple^  fee  tail  general,  or  as  heir  in 

special  tail,  and  taketh  a  wife,  aqd  dieth ;  the  wife,  after  the 
decease  of  her  husband,  shall  be  endowed  of  a  third  part  of  such 
lands  and  tenements  as  were  her  husband's  at  any  time  during  . 
the  coverture ;  to  have  and  to  hold  to  the  same  wife  in  severalty* 
by  metes  and  bounds^  for  term  of  her  life ;  whether  she  hath 
issue  hy  her  husband  or  no,  and  of  what  age  soever  the  wife 
Dei"^80  as  that  stiie'^te^^SSt  "fBe  age  of  nine  years,  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  her  husband." 

6.  It  has  been  stated  that  curtesy  is  founded  on  positive  insti-  Dower U a 
tations ;  but  dower  is  not  only  a  civil,  but  also  a  moral  right  2lp*vVflu^703. 
Thus  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  says, ''  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife, 

as  it  is  the  nearest,  so  it  is  the  earliest ;  and,  therefore,  the  vrife 
is  the  proper  object  of  the  care  and  kindness  of  the  husband. 
The  husband  is  bound  by  the  law  of  God  and  man  to  provide 
for  her  during  his  life ;  and  after  his  death  the  moral  obligation 
is  not  at  an  end,  but  he  ought  to  take  care  of  her  provision 
during  her  own  life*  This  is  the  more  reasonable,  as,  during  the 
coverture,  the  wife  can  acquire  no  property  of  her  own.  If  be- 
fore her  marriage  she  had  a  real  estate,  this  by  the  coverture 
ceases  to  be  her's ;  and  the  right  thereto,  while  she  is  married, 
vests  in  her  husband.  Her  personal  estate  becomes  his  abso- 
lutely, or  at  least  is  subject  to  his  conti'ol ;  so  that  unless  she 
has  a  real  estate  of  her  own  (which  is  the  case  of  but  few,)  she 
may  by  his  death  be  destitute  of  the  necessaries  of  life ;  unless 
provided  for  out  of  his  estate,  either  by  a  jointure,  or  dower.  As 
to  the  husband's  personal  estate,  unless  restrained  by  special 
custom,  which  very  rarely  takes  place,  he  may  give  it  all  away 
from  her.  So  that  his  real  estate,  if  he  has  any,  is  the  only 
plank  she  can  lay  hold  of  to  prevent  her  sinking  under  her  dis- 
tress.   Thus  the  wife  is  said  to  have  a  moral  right  to  dower." 

(a)    [Aatignment  of  Dower  ad  pttium  uoUm  or  «r    antmu    fkUm    are   now 
aboliahcd  by  stat.  3  &  4  WiU.  4.  c.  105.  s.  13.] 


164  Tiik  VL    Dower.  Ch.  I.  $.  7—12. 

Down  by  cm*       ?•  Dower  hfj  castom  18  where  a  widow  becomes  entHled  to  a 

^^'  certain  portion  of  her  huBband's  lands^  in  consequence  of  some 

1  lsit..S3.  b.     local  and  peculiar  custom.    And  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  widow 
cannot  wai^e  the  prcmsion  thereby  niade  for  her^  and  claim  dow-  * 
er  at  common  law^  because  all  customs  are  equally  ancient  with 
the  coinmon  law. 

Bob.  GaT.  ifio.      ^*  Thus  by  the  custom  of  gavelkind,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  a 

^^i&'  ^'  "^  ^'  ^^'^^  ^^  ^^  ^®  lands  and  tenements  which  her  husband  held 

by  that  tenure,  [and  of  which  he  was  seized  at  any  time  during 
4he  coverture.]    This  was  formerly  called  free  bench,  and  is  for- 

Lunbud  Aicb.  feitable  by  a  second  marriage,  or  by  the  having  a  bastard  child. 

And  it  is  observable/that  this  species  of  dower  is  exactly  similar 
to  that  which  existed  in  the  time  of  the  Saxons. 

Liu  1. 166.  9.  By  the  custom  of  some  burroughs,  the  wife  shall  have  fn 

her  dower  all  the  tenements  that  were  her  husband's ;  which  is 
also  called  free  bench. 

Tit.  10.  ek.8.         10.  By  the  custom  of  most  manors  of  which  lands  are  held  by 

copy  of  court  roll,  the  widows  of  copyholders  are  entitled  to  a 
certain  part,  and  sometimes  to  the  whole,  of  then*  husband's 
lands,  as  their  dower  or  free  bench. 

Cinnunitaiicw        11.  Littleton's  description  of  dower  at  common  law  points 
*  out  three  circumstances  as  absolutely  Decessary  to  create  a  title 

to  dower ;  namely,  marriage,  seisin,  and  death  of  the  husband. 

l.Mairiagc  12.  With  respect  to  the  marriage,  it  m'nst  be  between  persons 

capable  of  contracting  together,  and  duly  celebrated ;  for  it  is  a 

1  intL  32.  a.     maxim  of  law,  ubi  nullum  matrimonium,  ibi  nulla  dos  ;  and  al* 

though  the  marriage  be  had  before  the  parties  are  of  sufficient 

Id.  33.  a.  *       <^  to  consent ;  yet  if  the  wife  be  past  the  age  of  nine  years,  at 

the  time  of  her  husband's  death,  she  shall  be  endowed,  of  what 
age  soever  her  husband  be,  although  he  were  but  four  years  fAd. 
Wherein  it  is  to  be  observed  (says  Lord  Coke,)  that  although 
consensus,  nan  concubitus,  facit  matrimonium,  and  that  a  woman 
cannot  consent  before  twelve  years,  nor  a  man  before  fourteen; 
yet  this  inchoate  and  imperfect  marriage,  from  which  either  of 
the  parties  may,  at  the  age  of  consent,  disagree,  shall  entitle  the 
«  wife  to  dower.  Therefore  it  is  accounted  in  law,  after  the  death 
of  the  husband,  legitimum  matrimonium  quoad  dotenu 

4  Geo.  4.  c  76.      [The  Common  law  on  the  subject  of  marriages  has  been  altered 

6  lb.  c.*^*        ^y  various  acts,  which  have  been  repealed  by  those  now  in  ibroe 
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ittid  cited  in  tbe  margin;  but  the  law  of  Scotland  continuet  in  iio.4.£ci\vau 
the  particularg  above  noticed  according  to  tbe  common  law»  ^-  ^'  ^^* 

Where  the  (>artieft  elope  and  go  to  Scotland,  and  maity  thtve  i  Enk.  PriD.  of 
according  to  the  law  of  that  country,  and  return  immediately  u^d!'^?^^^'°^ 
afterwards,  the  wife  will  be  entitled  to  dower.  (&) 

Marriages  of  English  subjects  celebrated  bona  fide  in  forenign 
countries,  according  to  the  law  of  those  countries,  will  aho  enti- 
tle the  widows  to  dower.(c)] 

13.  It  has  been  stated  that  though  tt  marriage  be  roidable,  Tit.5.c.i. 
yet  if  it  be  not  avoided  in  the  lifetime  of  the  parties,  it  cannot  be 
annulled  after.     And  if  a  marriage  de  facto  be  voidable  by  i  last.  aa.  b. 
divorce,  whereby  the  marriage  might  have  been  dissolved,  and 

the  parties  freed  a  vinculo  matrimonii,  yet  if  the  husband  die 
before  any  divorce,  then,  for  that  it  cannot  after  be  annulled,  tbe 
wife  de  facto  will  be  endowed. 

14.  In  actions  for  curtesy  or  dower,  the  fact  of  marriage  can-  Howpvoved. 
not  be  tried  by  a  jury,  but  only  by  the  bishop's  certificste,  upon  Dyer  368. b.  * 
the  plea  of  ne  unqiu$  accoupU  in  loyal  matrimomf.    Because  the  cmtchiey, 
direct  jurisdiction  in  question  concerning  the  legality  of  mar-  2Wiis.  fciat. 
riaste  belongs  to  the  ecclesiastical  courts;  and  the  sentences  of  iidertoD,2H. 

Black  145. 

those  courts,  on  this  head,  are  in  general  conclusive  to  the  tem- 
poral courts. 

16.  A  divorce  propter  istevitiam  et  metum  is  no  bar  to  dower,  ^f^^  ^ 
because  it  does  not  dissolve  the  bond  of  matrimony ;  but  is  only  i  lut.  32.  a. 
a  permission  to  the  parties  to  live  separate,  in  order  that  the 
wife  may  be  secure  from  the  husband's  cruelty. 

16.  Lord  Coke  says,  a  divorce  on  account  of  adultery  is  no  i<l«m. 
l)ar  to  dower,  because  it  does  not  dissolve  the  marriage,  but  only 
separates  the  parties  a  tnensA  et  thoro;  and  the  marriage  still  re- 
mains in  force.    In  Roll's  Ab.  is  the  following  passage : — '^  If  Tiu  Dower  p. 
the  wife  be  divorced  for  adultery,  which  does  not  dissolve  the     ^'    * 
bond  of  marriage,  by  the  canon  law,  nor  of  our  church  in  this 
realm,  but  is  only  a  mensd  et  thoro,  yet  this  shall  bar  her  of  her 
dower."    Lord  Coke's  doctrine,  however,  is  supported  by  a  de-  stowdPi  cue 

Godb.  146. 

(6)  [Compton  ©.Bearcroft,  BoU.  N.  P.  113.    2  Hagg.  443,  444.  ib.  54.  Brook  v.   ^^^  ^^* 
OUyot,  Rolls,  1759,  aod  Bedford  v.  Vaitiey,  Chanceiy  1762,  cited  2  Hagg.  376,  (n.)      ^ 
Kxpaite  Hall,  1  Ves  &  Bea.  112, 114.] 

(c)  [Ilderton  «.  Ilderton,  2  Hen.  Black.  145.  See  also  2  Hagg.  390,  395,  437 ;  also 
1  Roper,  Hesband  and  Wile,  Jacob's  Ed.  334,  and  addenda. 
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termination  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  2  James.  There 
is  also  another  case  where  a  woman^  who  had  been  divorced  a 

ftl^'in^Ch?'    •"^^  ^'  ^^^^  claimed  her  dower  in  Chancery.  And  Sir  T.  TreTor, 

1^1*  M.  R.  said, ''  As  to  dower,  whether  you  are  entitled  to  it,  go  to 

law,  there  being  no  impediment,  and  therefore,  as  to  that,  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed.^'  But  it  does  not  appear  from  the  report 
whether  the  divorce  was  for  adultery. 

17.  It  has,  however,  been  enacted  by  the  statute  of  Westm. 
2.  c.  34.  that  if  a  woman  elopes  from  her  husband,  and  lives  in 

ijj/m,c.  4.        adultery,  she  will  thereby  lose  her  dower. 

1  lost.  sa.  I.         18*  A  divorce,  causA  pracontracttUp  consanguiniiaHif  affimtatit 

Of  frigidiiaiig,  bars  the  wife  of  dower,  because  these  dissdve  the 
vinculum  fnatrtmonii,  and  leave  the  parties  at  liberty  to  marry 
again.  But  the  marriage  must  be  dissolved  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
husband. 

II.  Seisin  of  the      19.  The  secoud  circumstance  required  to  the  existence  of  dower  [of 

any  widow  who  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  married  on  or  before  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1834  (^)],  is,  that  the  husband  should  be  seised 

Tit.  K  some  time  during  the  coverture  of  the  estate  whereof  the  wife  is 

dowable.  There  is,  however,  no  necessity  for  a  seisin  in  deed,  as 
in  the  case  of  curtesy ;  for  a  seisin  in  law  will  be  sufficient,  other- 
wise it  would  be  in  the  husband's  power,  either  by  his  negligence 

Perk.  1. 360.      ^^  \^\^  malice,  to  defeat  his  wife  of  that  subsistence  after  his  death, 

which  the  law  has  provided  for  her ;  and  she  cannot  enter  to  gain 
a  seisin  in  her  own  right,  as  her  husband  may  do  in  lands  de- 
Lit  1.448.        scended  to  her,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  curtesy. 

20.  Where  the  ancestor  dies  seised,  and  the  heir  being  married 
dies  without  making  an  actual  entry  on  the  lands,  bis  widow  shall 
notwithstanding  be  endowed ;  for,  by  the  descent  of  the  land  apon 

Plowd.  371.       the  heir,  he  acquired  a  seisin  and  freehold  in  law,  though  not  in 

deed.  It  would  be  the  same  if,  soon  after  the  death  of  the 
ancestor,  a  stranger  had  entered  on  the  land  and  abated ;  for 
between  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  and  the  entry  of  the  abator, 

Terk.  367.         there  was  a  space  of  time  during  which  the  heir  had  a  seisin  in 

law.  If,  however,  the  heir  had  married  after  the  entry  of  the 
abator,  and  had  died  without  making  an  entry,  his  widow  would 
not  be  entitled  to  dower ;  because  the  seisin  in  law  which  he  had 

(d)  [The  late  Act  for  the  ameDdment  of  the  law  of  Dower  does  not  extend  to  tke 
dower  of  any  widow  who  shall  haye  been,  or  who  shall  be  mairied  on  or  beforo  the  aboive 
mentioned  day.  Stat.  3  &  4.  Will.  4.  c.  105. s.  14.] 
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acquired,  upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  was  devested  by  the 
abatement  before  the  marriage ;  so  that  the  heir  had  neither  a 
seisin  in  law,  nor  in  deed,  during  the  coverture. 

21.  Where  lands  are  conveyed  to  a  married  man  by  a  deed 
deriving  its  effect  from  the  statute  of  Uses,  his  wife  will  be  en*  Tit  ii.c.s. 
titled  to  dower,  though  the  husband  does  not  enter ;  because  by 

the  operation  of  that  statute  a  seisin  in  deed  is  transferred,  (e) 

22.  If  a  man  makes  a  lease  for  life,  reserving  rent  to  him  and  i  inst.  32.  a* 
his  heirs,  then  marries  and  dies ;  his  wife  shall  not  be  endowed 

of  the  reversion,  because  there  was  no  seisin  in  deed,  or  in  law, 
of  the  freehold ;  nor  of  the  rent,  because  the  husband  had  but 
a  particular  estate  therein,  and  no  fee  simple.  But  if  a  man  makes 
a  lease  for  years,  reserving  rent,  then  marries,  and  dies,  his  wife 
shall  be  endowed,  because  he  continues  to  be  seised  of  the  free- 
hold and  inheritance. 

23.  If  a  person  devises  lands  to  his  executors  for  payment  of  i  Intt  41.  a. 

8  Ren  Qfi  & 

debts,  and  after  his  debts  paid  to  his  son  in  tail,  and  the  son  2  Vera.  404.' 
marries,  and  dies  before  the  debts  are  paid,  his  wife  shall  have 
dower ;  because  the  estate  of  the  executors  is  only  a  chattel  in- 
terest, and  the  freehold  vested  in  the  son,  on  the  death  of  the 
father.  But  the  wife's  dower  will  not  commence  till  the  debts 
are  paid. 

24.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  of  a  seisin  for  an  in-  1  lost.  31.  b. 
Btant,  a  woman  shall  not  be  endowed.    This  position  is  thiis  ex- 
plained by  Sir  W.  Blackstone :— "  The  seisin  of  the  husband  ^  ^^*^'^-  ^^^* 
for  a  transitory  instant  only,  when  the  same  act  which  gives 

him  the  estate  conveys  it  also  out  of  him  again,  (as  where  by  a 

fine  land  is  granted  to  a  man,  and  he  immediately  renders  it 

back  by  the  same  fine,)  such  a  seisin  will  not  entitle  the  wife  to 

dower,  for  the  land  was  merely  in  transitu,  and  never  rested  in  Brouffhton  v. 

the  husband;  the  grant  and  render  being  one  continued  act  Cro. £iiL503. 

But  if  the  land  abides  in  him  for  the  interval  of  but  a  single 

moment,  it  seems  that  the  wife  shall  be  endowed  thereof." 

25.  Sir  J.  Jekyll  has  also  said,  that  a  woman  is  not  entitled  to  1  Atk.  442. 
dower  out  of  an  instantaneous  seisin.    The  cognizee  of  a  fine  is        ^' 
not  so  seised  as  to  give  his  wife  a  title  to  dower ;  nor,  in  the 

^«)  [Bat  thoogh  the  seisin  at  law  of  the  husband  without  actual  entry  wiU  entitle  the 
wife  to  dower,  (Co.  Lit.  29.  a.  Lit.  s.  681.)  still  this  seisin  as  regards  the  dower  of  women 
manied  hsfore  or  on  the  1  Jan.  1834,  must  be  of  a  legal  and  not  an  equitable  estate. 
2^10.  C  C.  630.    2  Atk.  626.    Infra,  Tit.  12.  ch.  2.  s.  16,  &c. 
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case  of  a  uae^  has  the  widow  of  a  trastee  any  olaim  to  dow^r 
from  such  a  momefiiafy  seisin  in  her  ha8band.(/) 

26.  Lambard,  in  his  Perambulation  of  Kent,  has  advanced  an 
opinion,  that  a  seisin  in  law  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  a  woman 
to  dower  of  gavelkind  landa,  because  the  words  of  the  custom 
are,  -^*'  De  ten^menti  dotU  son  bwrou  mourusi  vesim  tt  seiu^ 
which  only  extends  to  lands  whereof  the  husband  was  actually 
seised ;  and  customs  derogatory  to  the  commoa.  law  ought  to 
receive  a  strict  construction.  But  Mr.  Robinson  has  contro- 
verted this  opinion,  and  observed,  that  whatever  may  be  the 
strict  literal  sense  of  the  word  ves/u,  it  can  scarce  be  sufficient 
to  add  so  unreasonable  a  qualification  to  the  custom,  as  that  the 
neglect  of  the  husband  in  gaining  an  actual  seisin,  by  entry, 
shall  prejudice  his  wife,  without  a  strong  usage  accordingly. 

27.  The  last  circumstance  required  to  the  existence  of  an  es- 
tate in  dower  is  the  death  of  the  husband,  by  which  the  wife's 
estate  is  consummate.  It  is  generally  said,  that  nothing  but 
the  natural  death  of  the  husband  will  give  a  title  to  dower; 
though  there  are  some  authorities  to  prove  that  banisbment  by 
abjuration  of  the  realm,  or  by  [act  of]  parliament,  which  is  a 
civil  death,  will  have  the  same  effect. 

28.  With  respect  to  the  persons  capable  of  being  endowed,  all 
women  who  are  natural  bom  subjects,  and  have  attained  the  age 
of  nine  years*  are  by  the  common  law  entitled  to  dower ;  al- 
though their  husbands  should  be  but  four  years  old.  And  Lord 
Coke  says,  if  a  man  marries  a  woman  only  seven  years  old, 
and  afterwards  aliens  his  laud,  and  the  wife  attains  tbe  age  of 


(/)  [The  obsenrations  in  the  preceding  sections  on  the  legal  seisin  of  th«  hustaid 
now  only  apply  to  the  husbands  of  women  married  before,  or  on  the  1st  day  of  Jannaiy. 
1834,  for  by  the  late  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  105.  sect  2, 3.  widows  married  siiioe  that 
day  ore  entitled  to  dower  out  of  equitable  estates ;  the  following  are  the  words  of  the 
act  That  when  a  husband  shall  die  beneficially  entitled  to  any  land  for  an  inteKtU 
which  shall  not  entitle  his  widow  to  dower  out  of  the  same  at  law,  and  soch  interest, 
whether  wholly  equitable  or  partly  legal  and  partly  equitable,  shall  be  an  estate  of 
inheritance  in  possession,  or  equal  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  possession,  (other  than 
an  estate  in  joint-tenancy)  then  his  widow  shall  be  entitled  in  equity  to  dower  oat  of 
the  same  laiul.  Sect  3.  That  when  a  husband  shall  have  been  entitled  to  a  ri^fat  eC 
entry  or  action  in  any  land,  and  his  widow  would  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  same  if 
ha  had  rscovered  postesson  thereof,  she  shall  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  aaine 
3&4  W.4.C.27.  eltbangh  her  hnaband  shall  not  have  recovered  potsesaion  thereof  ^  provided  that  meh 

dower  be  sued  for  or  obtained  within  the  period  during  whic^  soch  tight  gf  eoby  er 
action  might  be  enfoiced.    No  mentioB  ia  nade  of  gavel^wd  ternwe  in  th«  sbove  act 
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nine  years,  and  then  the  husband  dies,  she  shaU  be  endowed ; 
for  though  she  was  not  absolutely  dowable  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage^  yet  she  was  conditionally  dowable,  if  she  attained  the 
age  of  nine  years  before  the  death  of  her  husband. 

29.  Notwithstanding  the  favour  which  the  common  law  shews  Whoarainct- 

-         .,  ^  ,,  •  1  •  1  j«       pable  of  dower. 

to  Widows,  yet  there  are  some  cases  in  which  women  are  dis- 
abled from  having  dower. 

30.  Alien  women  are  not  generally  capable  of   acquiring  Aliens, 
dower,  for  the  same  reason  that  an  alien  man  cannot  be  tenant  jeiik.Cent!i.* 
by  the  curtesy.     But  by  the  Lex  CororuB,  an  alien  queen  is  en-  <^  ^* 
titled  to  dower.    And  in  consequence  of  a  petition  fVom  the 
Commons,  an  act  of  parliament  was  made  in  8  Henry  5.  not 

printed  among  the  statutes,  by  which  all  alien  women  who  from  Rot.  Pari, 
thenceforth  should  be  married  to  English  m&o,  by  licence  from  ]^[^^'  ^^' 
the  king,  are  enabled  to  have  dower,  after  their  husbands'  death, 
in  the  same  manner  as  English  women. 

31.  If  an  alien  woman  be  naturalized  by  act  of  parliament,  iinst.3i.b. 
she  then  becomes  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all  the  lands  whereof  13  r^.  23. 
her  husband  was  seised  during  the  coverture.    And  where  an 

alien  woman  is  created  a  denizen,  she  becomes  entitled  to  dower, 
out  of  all  the  lands  whereof  her  husband  was  seised  at  the  time 
when  she  was  created  a  denizen ;  but  not  out  of  any  lands 
whereof  he  was  seised  before,  and  which  he  had  aliened. 

32.  If  a  Jew,  born  in  England,  marries  a  Jewess,  also  bom  Jewesses. 
in  England,  and  the  husband  is  converted  to  the  Christian  faith, 

and  purchases  lands,  his  wife  shall  not  be  endowed,  if  she  con- 
tinues a  Jewess. 

33*  By  the  statute  6  Rich.  2.  st.  1.  c.  6.  it  is  enacted,  that  Women  stolen. 
whenever  any  woman  is  ravished,  that  is  stolen,  and  afterwards 
consents  to  live  with  such  ravisher,  she  shall  be  ipso  facto  dis- 
abled from  having  dower. 
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Section  I. 

A  WOMAN  ifr  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all  the  lands  whereof  bei 
hushand  was  seised  in  fee  simple,  at  any  time  during  the  cover- 
ture ;  (a)  and  also  of  all  the  profits  arising  out  of  those  lands, 

(a)  [This  now  relates  only  to  women  married  before,  or  on  the  1st  day  of  Jamniyi 
1834,  sUt.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  105,  s.  14,  for  hy  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  s.  4.  That  no 
widow  shall  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  land  which  shall  have  been  absolatelj 
disposed  of  by  her  husband  in  his  lifetime  or  by  his  will. 

Sect.  5.  That  all  partial  estates  and  interests,  and  all  charges  created  by  any  dis- 
position or  will  of  a  husband,  and  all  debts,  incumbrances,  contracts,  and  engagements, 
to  which  his  land  shall  be  subject  or  liable,  shall  be  valid  and  efiectual  as  against  the 
right  of  his  widow  to  dower. 

Sect.  6.  That  a  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  land  of  her  husband 
when  in  the  deed  by  which  such  land  was  conveyed  to  him,  or  by  any  deed  executed  bf 
him,  it  shaU  be  declared  that  his  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  such  land. 

Sect.  7.  That  a  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  land  of  which  her 
husband  shall  die  wholly  or  partially  intestate,  when  by  the  will  of  her  husband  duly 
executed  for  the  devise  of  freehold  estates,  he  shall  declare  his  intention  that  she  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  such  land,  or  out  of  any  of  his  land. 

Sect.  8.  That  the  right  of  a  widow  to  dower  shall  be  subject  to  any  conditions,  le* 


i 
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sttch  as  mines,  minerals,  8cc.  and  in  a  modem  case^  the  court  of 
Common  Pleas  certified  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  dower  was  Stoughton ». 

Leigh, 

dne  of  mines  of  coal  and  lead,  wrought  during  the  coverture  ;  i  Taunt.  409. 
whether  hy  the  husband,  or  by  lessees  for  years,  paying  pecuniary 
rents,  or  rents  in  kind  ;  and  whether  the  mines  were  under  the 
husband's  own  land,  or  had  been  absolutely  granted  to  him,  to 
take  the  whole  stratum  in  the  land  of  others.  But  that  dower 
was  not  due  of  mines  or  strata  unopened,  whether  under  the  hus- 
band's land  or  the  soil  of  others.  \ 

2.  A  woman  is  dowable  of  the  profits  of  a  mill,  a  park,  a  dove-  l  in»t.  32.  a. 
house,  or  fishery.     So  of  the  profits  of  courts,  fines,  and  heriots 

and  also  of  shares  in  the  navigation  of  the  River  Avon.  iVes.JuD.652. 

3.  A  woman  is  also  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all  estates  whereof  Estates  Tail. 

Lit.  s.  63. 

her  husband  is  seised  in  tail  general  or  special,  if  her  issue  be 
capable  of  inheriting  them.  And  Lord  Coke  says,  albeit  the  i  Inst.  40.  a. 
wife  be  a  hundred  years  old,  or  that  the  husband  at  his  death 
was  but  four  or  seven  years  old,  so  as  she  had  no  possibility  to 
have  issue  by  him  ;  yet  seeing  the  law  saith,  that  if  the  wife  be 
above  the  age  of  nine  years  at  the  death  of  her  husband,  she 
shall  be  endowed,  and  that  women  in  ancient  times  have  had 
children  at  that  age,  whereunto  no  woman  doth  now  attain,  the 
law  cannot  judge  that  impossible,  which  by  nature  was  possible. 
And  for  the  husband's  being  of  such  tender  years,  he  hath 
habUumy  though  he  hath  not  potentiam  at  that  time  ;  and,  there- 
fore, his  wife  shall  be  endowed. 

4.  Dower  is  an  incident  so  inseparably  annexed  to  an  estate 

strictions,  or  directions,  which  shall  be  declared  by  the  will  of  her  husband,  duly  executed, 
as  aforesaid. 

Sect.  9.  That  where  a  husband  shall  devise  any  land  out  of  which  his  widow  would 
be  entitled  to  dower  if  the  same  were  not  so  devised,  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  to 
or  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow,  such  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  or  in  any 
land  of  her  said  husband,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  be  declared  by  his  wiU. 

Sect.  10.  That  no  gift  or  bequest  made  by  any  husband  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  his 
mdow,  of  or  out  of  kis  personal  estate,  or  of  or  out  of  any  of  his  land,  not  liable  to 
dower  shall  defeat  or  prejudice  her  right  to  dower,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall 
lie  declared  by  his  will. 

By  sect.  11.  It  is  provided  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  prevent  any  Court  of 
Equity  from  enforcing  any  covenant  or  agreement,  entered  into  by  or  on  the  part  of  any 
Imsband,  not  to  bar  the  right  of  his  widow  to  dower,  out  of  his  lands  or  any  of  them. 

And  by  sect.  12.  It  is  enacted,  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  interfere  with  any 
rule  of  Equity,  or  of  any  Ecclesiastical  Court,  by  which  legacies  bequeathed  to  widows, 

satisfaction  of  dower,  are  entitled  to  priority  over  other  legacies.] 
VOL.  I.  M 
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taily  that  it  cannot  be  restrained  by  any  proviso  or  oonditioii 

whatever.     And  although  the  estate  tail  should  determine  by  the 

Lit.  s.  53.  death  of  the  husband^  without  issue  capable  of  inheriting  it,  yet 

Jd,  31  b.     '     ^b®  ^if<s  shall  be  endowed ;  because  dower  is  a  condition  tacili 

Tit.  5.  C.2.        annexed  to  the  gift  of  every  estate  tail. 

Biithman's  3*  Where  a  tenant  in  tail  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use 

28o!'  ^"''  ^^^  ^^  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  eldest  son  in  tail ; 

and  afterwards  married  and  died ;  it  was  resolved  that  his  widow 
Tit.2.  c.  2.S.  1.  should  be  endowed ;  because  when  a  tenant  in  tail  limits  an  estate 

for  his  own  life,  he  has  executed  all  the  power  he  had ;  and  the 

ren^ainder  is  merely  void  ;  so  that  he  continues  tenant  in  tail  as 

before. 

Qualified  or  6.  A  woman  is  dowable  of  a  qualified  fee,  as  long  as  it  con- 

Tiu^i.  ^^'         tinues ;  therefore,  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  A.  and  bis  heirs, 

tenants  of  the  manor  of  Dale,  the  widow  of  A.  would  be  entitled 
Plowd.  567.       to  dower.    It  is  the  same  of  a  base  fee,  so  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail 
'  ^'         conveys  his  estate  by  fine  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  by  which  he  ac- 
quires an  estate  to  him  and  his  heirs,  as  long  as  the  tenant  in 
tail  has  heirs  of  his  body,  the  wife  of  A.  will  be  entitled  to  dower 
against  her  husband's  heirs. 
Estates  ID  CO-         7.  Widows  are  dowable  of  estates  held  in  coparcenary,  and 
coromoD?  in  common ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  givai  under  those  titles. 

Remainders  and      &•  It  has  been  stated  that  a  woman  is  not  entitled  to  dower  out 
estate5°for*eai».  ^^  *^  estate  in  remainder  or  revermon  expectant  on  an  estate  of 

freehold,  because  the  husband  has  no  seisin.  (6)     But  a  woman 
is  dowable  of  a  reversion  expectant  on  a  term  for  years,  because 
the  husband  is  seised  of  the  freehold. 
1  lost.  32.  a.  9.  Thus  if  a  man  before  his  marriage  makes  a  lease  for  years, 

reserving  rent,  his  wife  will  be  entitled  to  a  third  of  the  land  for 
her  dower;  and  also  to  a  third  of  the  rent  as  incident  to  the  re- 
version. If  no  rent  be  reserved  on  the  lease,  then  although  the 
widow  may  recover  a  third  of  the  reversion,  yet  the  judgment  wiU 
be  with  a  cessat  executio  during  the  term.  In  some  cases  a  court 
of  equity  will  assist  the  dowress  in  removing  the  term  ;  and  in 
others  not;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent 
tide. 
Equities  of  re-  10.  Where  lands  atemorf^ged  for  a  term  of  years  only,  a 
some'kind!*^       woman  will  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  equity  of  redemption. 

(b)  [The  law  remains  unaltered  by  the  late  act  3  &  4  Will.  4.c.  105.  as  to  estates  in 

reversion.] 
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Bat  if  lands  are  mortgaged  in  fee  before  the  marriage,  the  wife 

will  not  be  entitled  to  dower,  because  the  husband  has  not  the  Tit  15.  c.  3. 

legal  estate,  (c) 

11.  A  widow  is  dowable  of  several  incorporeal  hereditaments;  incorporeal 
such  as  advowsonsy  tithes,  commons,  offices,  franchises,  and  Stot?3*&  4°^' 
rents;  as  will  be  shewn  under  those  respective  titles :  [but  she  is  ^*^^*  ^-  c.  105. 
not  entitled  to  dower  out  of  a  personal  annuity  granted  to  her  Title  28.  c.  2. 
husband  and  his  heirs.]  ''  ^^' 

12.  There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  widow  has  a  right  of  Where  a  widow 
election,  as  to  the  property  out  of  which  she  is  dowable.    Thus  ^"^  *°  ^'^^'"'' 
if  the  husband  exchanges  his  lands  for  others,  his  widow  shall  Perk.  s.3i9.  * 
hare  het  election  to  be  endowed,  either  of  the  lands  given,  or  of  ^■^•^-  ^*^-°' 
those  taken,  in  exchange ;  because  her  husband  was  seised  of 

both  during  the  coverture.  And  there  are  some  other  oases 
where  the  widow  has  the  right  of  election,  which  will  be  stated 
hereafter,  (d) 

13.  Having  enumerated  the  different  kinds  of  property  which  WhatthiDgs 
are  liable  to  dower,  I  shall  now  examine  what  things  are  not  do^er^  >&  e  o 
subject  to  this  claim. 

14.  Estates  held  with  other  persons  in  joint-tenancy  are  not  Estates  in  joint 

.  tenancy. 

subject  to  doweiv  the  reason  of  which  will  be  given  under  that  Stat.  a  &  4 

titk.  •  •  Will.  4.C.  106. 

15;  An  estate  in  dower  is  a  continuation  of  the  husband's  Estates  not  of 
estate,  and  is  therefore  only  ineident  to  estates  of  inheritance,  '    ^^^<^- 
not  to  e^tated' which  the  husband  holds  for  his  life.     And  it  is  Hooker  v. 
not  only  nec^essary  that  the  husband  should  have  an  estate  of  in*  Tit.  16. C  6. 
heritance,  to  entitle  the  wife  to  dower,  but  the  estate  must  also  ji^^  f%T.' 
be  simul  et  semel  in  him. 

16.  A  widow  is  not  dowable  of  a  wrongful  estate.     So  that  if  Wrongfd 
a  tenant  id  tail  discontinues  in  fee,  afterwards  marries,  disseises 

the  discoathiuee  and  dies  seised,  his  wife  shall  not  have  dower;  i  insu  31.  b. 
because  the  isslie  is  i^emitted  to  the  ancient  entail ;  and  the  es-  xit?{£*  c.i. 
tate  wbidx  tfaehu^and'had  during  the  coverture  was  wrongful. 

17.  So  where  »  mat  having  title  to  lands,  enters  and  dis-  idem. 
seises  the  tenant^  and  dies  seised,  and  his  heir  enters  by  which 

he  is  remitted  to  the  ancient  right,  the  widow  of  the  disseisor 
»  not  entitled  to  dower,  because  her  husband's  estate   was 

WffODgfak 

(c)  [Vidt  supra,  Ch.  I.s.  $5.  note.}. 

(d)  [See  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  105.  s.  9. 10.  supra,  p.  160.  note.] 
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18.  A  widow  is  not  dowable  of  lands  assigned  to  another 
woman  in  dower.  Thus  if  the  ancestor  of  a  married  man  dies, 
and  he  endows  the  widow  of  such  ancestor  of  one  third  of  the 
lands  which  descended  to  him,  and  dies;  his  widow  will  only 
be  entitled  to  a  third  of  the  remaining  two  thirds ;  for  it  is  a 
maxim  of  law,  as  ancient  as  Glan?ille,  that  dos  de  date  peii  turn 
debet.  The  reason  of  which  is,  that  when  the  heir  endows  the 
widow  of  the  ancestor,  that  defeats  the  seisin  which  he  acquired 
by  the  descent  of  the  lands  to  him.  So  that  the  widow  is  in 
of  the  estate  of  her  husband,  and  the  heir  is  considered  as 
having  never  been  seised  of  that  part. 

19.  In  the  same  manner,  if  a  woman  on  whom  lands  descend 
endows  her  mother,  afterwards  marries,  has  issue,  and  dies  in 
the  lifetime  of  her  mother ;  her  husband  will  not  be  entitled  to 
an  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  those  lands  whereof  the  mother  was 
endowed;  because  the  daughter's  seisin  was  defeated  by  the 
endowment. 

20.  The  rule  of  dos  de  dote  is  only  applied  where  dower  is 
actually  assigned  ;  for  if  no  dower  be  assigned,  it  does  not  take 
place. 

21.  Lands  subject  to  a  title  to  dower  were  devised  to  a  person 
in  fee ;  he  died,  leaving  a  widow,  who  sued  for  dower,  and  re- 
covered a  third  part  of  the  whole;  without  any  regard  to  the 
title  of  dower  in  the  widow  of  the  testator,  who  had  not  made 
any  claim  to  it  The  Court  held,  that  as  the  testator's  widow 
had  not  recovered  dower,  it  was  to  be  laid  out  of  the  case  :  ao 
that  the  dower  of  the  devisee's  widow  was  not  to  be  looked  upon 
as  dos  de  dote. 

22.  It  appears  from  Magna  Charta  that  a  widow  was  not 
dowable  of  a  castle  or  fortress,  nor  even  of  a  capital  mansion, 
where  it  was  caput  comitatus,  or  baronut.  But  this  was  only  ap- 
plicable to  baronies  by  tenure ;  and  therefore  the  circumstance 
of  a  person's  being  created  a  baron,  by  letters  patent,  by  a  title 
taken  from  a  principal  mansion  house  in  his  possession,  will  not 
make  that  house  the  caput  baronue,  so  as  to  exclude  the  widow 
from  claiming  dower  out  of  it 

23.  A  widow  was  never  allowed  dower  of  a  use :  nor  is  she 
now  entitled  to  dower  out  of  a  trust  estate;  and  where  an 
estate  is  conveyed  to  a  man  by  way  of  mortgage,  it  is  not  subject 
to  dower. 
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24.  It  has  been  stated  that  in  the  case  of  an  estate  tail,  the  where  dower 
curtesy  of  the  husband,  and  the  dower  of  the  wife  continue;  *ndc«Jf?««y 

*'  '  '   cease  with  the 

though  the  estate  tail  be  determined.     But  there  are  several  estate, 
cases  where  the  curtesy  and  dower  cease  upon  the  determina- 
tion of  the  estate.     1.  Where  the  fee  is  evicted  by  a  title  para-  Lit.  s.  393. 
mount,  both  curtesy  and  dower  necessarily  cease.    2.  Where  the 
seisin  of  the  husband  is  wrongful^  and  the  heir  is  remitted  ;  by  Ante,  s,  16. 
which  the  wrongful  estate  is  determined ;  the  right  to  dower 
ceases.    3.  Where  the  donor  enters  for  breach  of  a  condition,  Tit.i3.c.2. 
the  right  to  curtesy  and  dower  is  defeated.    4.  Where  a  person  lo  Rep.  98.  a. 
has  a  qualified  or  base  fee,  the  right  to  curtesy  and  dower  ceases, 
when  the  estate  is  determined.  6.  Where  an  estate  in  fee  simple  Buckwoith  v. 
is  made  determinable  upon  some  particular  event,  if  that  event  i'\\lz%,*c,  17. 
happens,  curtesy  and  dower  cease  with  the  estate. 
26.  The  interest  which  widows  acquired  by  way  of  dower  was  Nature  of  this 

,        estate. 

seldom  greater  than  for  their  own  lives,  unless  it  was  otherwise 
stipulated  at  the  time  of  the  marriage.  And  in  England  dower 
does  not  appear  to  have  ever  consisted  of  more  than  an  estate  for 
life. 

26.  Before  the  abolition  of  military  tenures,  the  dowress  was 
attendant  on  the  heir»  or  whoever  else  was  entitled  to  the  rever- 
sion, for  the  third  part  of  the  services ;  and  still  she  holds  of  the 

heir  by  fealty.    The  assignment  of  dower  by  the  heir  being  a  Gilb.  Uses  357. 
species  of  subinfeudation,  not  prohibited  by  the  statute  Quia 
Emptores,  because  the  heir  does  not  depart  with  the  fee. 

27.  At  common  law  a  dowress  could  not  devise  corn  which  The  dowress 
she  had  sown ;  nor  did  it  go  to  her  personal  representatives,  but  emblemeDto. 
became  the  property  of  the  reversioner ;  because  the  widow, 

being  entitled  to  an  immediate  assignment  of  dower,  after  the 
death  of  her  husband,  if  the  lands  happened  to  be  sown  at  that 
time,  she  had  the  benefit  of  it ;  which  made  her  case  different 
from  that  of  other  tenants  for  life,  who  are  seldom  put  into  pos- 
session of  lands  that  are  sown.  It  was  however  provided  by  the 
statute  of  Merton,  20  Hen.  3.  c.  2.  that  a  dowress  might  dispose  2  lost.  80. 
by  will,  of  the  growing  corn  ;  otherwise  that  it  should  go  to  her 
executors. 

28.  Tenants  in  dower  were  under  the  same  restraints  respect-  Restrained 
ing  alienation  as  other  tenants  for  life.     But  where  a  dowress  2inst.  309. 
alienated  by  feoffment,  and  the  feoffee  died  seised,  whereby  the 

.  entry  of  the  person  in  reversion  was  taken  away,  he  could  have 
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DO  writ  of  entry  md  communem  legem,  until  after  the  decease  of 
the  tenant  in  dower ;  and  then  the  warranty^  which  at  that  time 
was  usually  inserted  in  all  deeds,  barred  the  reversioner,  if  he 
was  heir  to  the  dowress.  To  remedy  tliisi  the  statute  of  Glou- 
cester, 6  Edward  1.  c.  7.  provided,  that  upon  the  alienation  in 
fee,  or  for  life,  of  a  tenant  in  dower,  she  shall  f(»feit  her  estate ; 
and  the  heir  shall  have  a  writ  of  entry  tn  casu  proviso,  in  the  life- 
time of  the  dowress. 
Tit.36.c.io.         29.  By  the  statutes  11  Henry  7.  c.  20.  (e)  and  32  Henry  8. 

c.  36.  it  is  declared  that  no  feoffment,  fine,  recovery,  or  warranty, 
by  tenant  in  dower,  shall  create  a  discontinuance  of  the  inherit- 
ance, or  take  away  the  entry  of  the  heir,  or  person  in  rever- 
sion ;  but  that  all  such  acts  shall  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  her 
estate. 
And  from  waste.       ^*  Tenants  in  dower  are  prohibited  from  committing  any 
Ante,  t.i.         kind  of  waste.    But  it  was  lately  held  by  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  that  if  land  assigned  for  dower  contained  an  i^>en 
mine  of  coal,  or  lead,  the  dowress  might  work  it  for  her  own 
benefit. 
1  Inst.  57.  a.  *^^*  It  is  however  somewhat  doubtful  whether  dowresses  be 

°*  ^'  within  the  statute  6  Ann.  respecting  accidental  fire. 

Not  subject  to  32.  The  widow  holds  her  dower  discharged  from  all  incum- 
i^noimbran*^  brances,  created  by  her  husband  after  the  marriage ;(/)  because 
1  Inst.  46. a.      uDou  the  husband*s  death,  the  title  of  the  wife  being:  consum- 

4Rep.  65.  a.  ^  .  . 

mate,  has  relation  back  to  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and  to  the 

seisin  which  the  husband  then  had ;  both  of  which  precede  such 

Host.  31.  a.      incumbrances.    And  dower  is  even  protected  from  distress,  for 

Fiu.N.  B.  150.  ^  ^^y^^  contracted  by  the  husband  to  the  ecown,  during  the 

marriage. 
When  it  de-  [33.  The  title  to  dower  may  in  some  cases  depend  upon  the 

S^Uorof^ird   election  of  third  persons. 
5f "?*?• ,..  ^        The  widow  is  prima  facie  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  a  rent 

Co.  Lit.  144.  b.  .  -  . 

145.  charge ;  but  if,  before  distress  and  avowry  made,  the  husband 

f^l  '   '  '      '   die,  and  the  heir  brings  a  writ  of  annuity,  which  is  a  mere  per- 
sonal remedy,  and  recovers  judgment  on  it,  or  proceeds  no  far- 

(e)  [Except  as  to  lands  in  settlement  made  before  the  passing  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  WiU. 
4.  c.  74.  (s.  16. 17.)  the  above  act  is  repealed  ] 

(/)  [J^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  altered  esicept  as  it  respects  the  dower  of  women  married  beibfe 
or  on  the  Ist  day  of  January,  1834.  The  charges  and  incumbrances  of  the  husband 
are  now  eflectual  against  the  dower  of  the  wife  married  since  the  above-i 
period.    Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  e.  105.  s.  5.  vide  supra,  page  160.  note.] 


^. 
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ther  than  filing  a  declaration,  the  heir's  election  is  bound,  and 
the  rent  charge  will  be  converted  into  personal  annuity.  But  if 
before  declaration  or  avowry  by  the  heir,  the  widow  recover 
against  him  in  a  writ  of  dower,  her  right  will  be  established. 

34.  Again,  where   the  husband,  previously  to  the  title  of  7  Yes.  436. 
dower  attaching,  has  by  contract  given  the  tenant  or  other  per-  BedwdU' 
son  an  option  of  purchasing  the  estate,  and  such  option  is  exer-  i4V«s.S9i. 
cised  either  before  or  after  the  husband's  death,  it  will  convert 
the  estate  into  personalty,  and  defeat  the  widow's  right  to  en- 
dowment] 
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CHAP.  III. 
Assignment  of  Dotoer,  and  Modes  of  Recovering  it* 


SiCT.  1.  NeeettUf  ofoM  AMrigmmaU, 
t.  Who  mof  ^ingn  D&tper. 
6.  How  itioto  be  oti^fiwd. 
16.  RewudUo  agmmtt  oa  imfroper 

21.  Effid   of  oa  Attignmemt  ^ 
Dower, 


Sbct.  t4.  Aetiomg  for  reeoverug 
Dower. 
S6.  Mmg   be  obimed  m  CAa- 

Mfy. 
S8.  [JfTMr»</  Dower  ao(  rt- 
CMcnMe  ^^er  mx  f  cant.] 


Section  I. 


Neoeatity  of  an 
assignment. 


2  Comm.  132. 


Gilb.  Ten.  26. 


2  Inst.  16. 
Mad.  £xch. 
c.  10.  s.  4. 


Who  may  ai- 

sigQ  dower. 


Upon  the  death  of  the  husband  the  right  to  dower,  which  the 
wife  acquired  by  the  marriage^  becomes  coDsummate :  but  un- 
less the  precise  portion  of  land  which  she  is  to  ha^e  is  particu- 
larly specified,  as  was  formerly  sometimes  done,  she  cannot  en- 
ter till  dower  is  assigned  to  her ;  for  she  might  in  that  case 
choose  whatever  part  of  the  lands  she  pleased,  which  would  be 
injurious  to  the  heir.  The  widow  has  therefore  no  estate  in  the 
lands  of  her  husband  till  assignment ;  for  the  law  casts  the  free- 
hold on  the  heir,  immediately  upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor. 

2.  A  widow  could  not  formerly  obtain  an  assignment  of  her 
dower,  without  paying  a  fine  to  the  lord  ;  nor  could  she  many  a 
second  husband  without  his  licence.  It  was  even  usual  for 
lords  to  force  widows  to  marry,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing a  fine.  It  was  therefore  provided  by  the  charter  of  King 
Henry  I.,  and  also  by  Magna  Charta,  that  widows  should  not 
be  forced  to  marry,  or  be  obliged  to  pay  a  fine  for  the  assign- 
ment of  their  dower. 

3.  With  respect  to  the  persons  whose  duty  it  was  to  assign 
dower,  the  heir,  (a)  in  common  cases,  as  lord  of  the  manor,  and 

(a)  [The  heir,  though  a  minor,  is  competent  to  assign  dower.  1  Roll.  Ab.  137.  681. 
Cre.  Eliz.  909.    Gore  v.  Perdoe.] 
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who  was  to  create  the  tenure^  assigned  dower.  If  there  was 
any  dispute  as  to  the  quanjtity  of  land  assigned,  it  was  deter- 
mined by  the  pares  curia,  in  the  Court  Baron :  but  the  suit 
might  be  removed  to  the  county  court,  and  also  to  the  king's 
court. 

4.  Regularly  no  person  can  assign  dower  who  has  not  a  free-  i  imt.  85.  a. 
hold  estate  in  the  land.     But  where  a  disseisor,  abator,  or  in-  ^^'^* 
truder,  assigns  dower,  it  is  good,  and  cannot  be  avoided  ;  unless 

they  are  in  of  such  estates  by  fraud  and  covin  of  the  widow,  to 
the  intent  that  she  may  be  endowed  by  them,  or  recover  dower 
against  them  ;  for  in  that  case  the  assignment  may  be  avoided 
by  the  entry  of  the  real  owner. 

5.  The  reason  why  such  an  assignment  of  dower  shall  be  good  idem, 
is,  because  the  widow  having  a  right  to  dower,  she  might  have 
compelled  the  disseisor,  abator,  or  intruder,  as  terretenants,  to  Peik.394. 
assign  dower  to  her ;  and  was  not  obliged  to  wait  till  the  heir 
thought  proper  to  re-enter,  or  sue  for  the  recovery  of  his  right. 

But  where  the  heir  or  other  tenant  of  the  land  refuses  to  assign  i  lDflt.34.b. 
dower,  and  the  widow  is  obliged  to  resort  to  the  courts  of  law 
to  obtain  an  assignment,  it  is  made  by  the  sheriff. 

6.  With  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  dower  ought  tg  be  How  it  is  to  be 
assigned,  the  rule  is  that  where  the  property  is  capable  of  being  ^'^'^^^' 
severed,  it  must  be  by  metes  and  bounds ;  and  if  the  sheriff  does  ^  l^*^.  32.  b. 
not  return  seisin  by  metes  and  bounds,  it  is  ill.    But  where  no 

division  can  be  made,  the  widow  must  be  endowed  in  a  special  and 
certain  manner.  As  of  a  mill  a  widow  cannot  be  endowed  by 
metes  and  bounds,  nor  in  common  with  the  heir:  but  she  may 
be  endowed,  either  of  the  third  toll  dish,  or  of  the  entire  mill,  for 
a  certain  time. 

7.  It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  a  late  case  Ante,c,2.  s.  i. 
that  dower  may  be  assigned  of  mines,  either  collectively  with 

other  lands,  or  separately  of  themselves ;  that  it  should  be  as- 
signed by  metes  and  bounds,  if  practicable,  otherwise  either  by 
a  proportion  of  the  profits,  or  separate  alternate  enjoyment  of  the 
whole,  for  short  proportionate  periods. 

8.  Dower  was  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  because  it  was  ^^'  ^sei, 
a  tenancy  of  the  heir,  and  like  all  other  lands  in  tenure  ought  to 

be  separated  from  the  demesnes  of  the  manor.    The  right  to  Coots  v.  Lam- 

.  /.  ,  ,  1  1^  J  1  bert.9Vin.  Ab. 

have  an  assignment  of  dower  by  metes  and  bounds  may  however  256. 
be  waived  by  the  widow ;  and  in  that  case  an  assignment  in 
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Roweo.  Power,  commoQ  wiU  be  good.    Bat  an  assignment  by  the  sheriff  must 

N^.'i!  ^^'     ^  ^y  metes  and  bounds,  if  it  can  be  done. 

1  Inst.  32.  b.         9-  ^^  assignment  by  metes  and  bounds  can  only  take  place 

9  Vin.  Ab.  256.  ^h^je  fi^^  husband  is  seised  in  severalty ;  for  where  he  is  seised 

in  common  with  others,  his  widow  cannot  be  endowed  by  metes 
and  bounds ;  for  she.  being  in  pro  tanto  of  her  hus'bahd's  estate, 
must  take  it  in  the  manner  in  which  he  held  it. 

1  Inst.  32.  b.  10.  Lord  Ooke  says  an  endowment  by  metes  and  bounds, 

according  to  common  rights  was  niore  beneficial  to  the  widow 
than  to  be  endowed  against  common  right ;  for  there  she  shall 
hold  the  land  charged,  in  respect  of  a  charge  made  after  her 
title  to  dower. 

Turneyi;.  11.  The  assignment  of  dower  must  be  of  part  of  the  lands 

Dy^i.  whereof  the  widow  is  dowable;  for  an  assignment  <:^  lands 

whereof  she  is  not  dowable,  or  of  a  rent  issuing  out  of  such 
lands,  18  no  bar  of  dower ;  because  a  right  or  title  to  a  freehold 

4  Rep.  1.  a.       estate  cannot  be  barred  by  a  collateral  satisfaction.    But  a  rent 

issuing  out  of  the  land  whereof  a  woman  is  dowable  may  be 

9  vio.  Ab.  261.  assigned  for  dower.    And  if  a  tenant  in  tail  assigns  a  rent  out  of 

the  land  intailed  for  dower,  not  exceeding  the  yearly  value  of 
such  dower,  it  will  bind  the  issue  in  tail. 

Id.  258.  12.  If  an  assignment  and  grant  of  lands  be  made  to  a  woman 

for  a  term  of  years,  in  recompence  of  her  dower,  this  will  not  bar 
her  of  dower,  because  she  has  not  such  an  estate  as  if  she  had 

2  And  31         heen  endowed ;  namely,  an  absolute  estate  for  life.    It  is  the 
Hob.  R.  153.     same  if  she  accepts  a  rent  for  years  in  allowance  of  her  dower, 

or  for  the  life  of  him  who  assigns  it.    These  rents  will  not  bar 

her  of  dower,  because  she  has  not  the  same  estate  in  them  as  in 

her  dower. 

1  Idsu  34.  b.         13.  The  assignment  of  dower  must  also  be  absolute ;  and  not 

WentwrA  *''     subjcct  to  be  defeated  by  any  condition,  nor  lessened  by  any 

Cro.  £Uz.  450.   exception  or  reservation.    For  the  widow  comes  to  her  dower 

in  the  per,  by  her  husband,  and  is  in,  in  continuance  of  his 
estate,  which  the  heir  or  terretenant  is  but  a  minister,  or  officer 
of  the  law,  to  carve  out  to  her.  Therefore  such  conditions  or 
reservations  are  totally  void,  and  her  estate  discharged  from 
them ;  or  else  the  estate  assigned  with  such  conditions  is  no  bar 
Wbeatiey  v.  to  her  recovery  of  dower,  in  an  action.  But  where  the  lands 
Eiiz.  564.         were  leased  for  years  before  the  marriage,  the  assignment  of 
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dower  is  made  with  a  proviso  that  the  tenant  for  years  st^all  not 
be  disturbed. 

14.  Dower  may  be^  and  was  nsually  assigned  by  the  heir,  by  i  Inst  6.  &. 
a  parol  declaration  that  the  widow  shall  have  such  particular  b«t,8hr.276r 
lands  for  her  dower ;  or  else  that  she  shall  have  a  third  part  of 
all  the  lands  whereof  her  husband  died  seised. 

16.  In  some  cases  a  woman  shall  have  a  new  assignment  of  4  Rap.  123.  a. 
dower.     As  where  she  is  evicted  out  of  the  lands  assigned  to  her, 
she  shall  be  endowed  of  a  third  of  the  remainder. 

16.  Where  the  sheriff  makes   an  improper  assignment  of  Remedies 
dower,  it  will  be  set  aside  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  or  JSpw^^im-" 
the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  he  will  be  punished.  °^''^' 

17.  Thus  where  the  sheriff  returned  that  he  had  assigned  to  AbiogdoQ's 
the  demandant,  for  her  dower  of  a  house,  the  third  part  of  each  Paim.264. 
chamber ;  and  had  chalked  it  out  for  her.    This  was  held  an 

idle  and  malicious  assignment ;  and  the  sheriff  was  committed 
for  it,  as  he  ought  to  have  assigned  to  her  certain  chambers  or 
rooms. 

18.  In  another  case  the  sheriff  was  committed  for  refusing  to  LongvUi's  ctse, 
make  an  equal  allotment  of  dower:  and  for  taking  sixty  pounds 

to  execute  the  writ.  An  information  was  also  ordered  against 
him. 

19.  A  bill  was  brought  by  the  heir  to  be  relieved  against  a  Hob7o.Hobj, 
fraudulent  assignment  of  dower  by  the  sheriff;  because  a  third  ^  ^•™'  **^' 
part  of  the  lands  was  assigned,  without  taking  notice  of  a  coal 

work  that  was  on  the  estate ;  the  plaintiff  offering  the  defendant 
one  entire  third,  both  of  land  and  coal  work,  by  way  of  rent- 
charge  on  the  whole.  The  Court  ordered  that  she  should  accept 
thereof;  or  that  otherwise  a  new  assignment  of  dower  should 
be  made. 

[20.  When  the  assignment  of  dower  is  made  not  by  the  sheriff  Giib.  Dower, 
but  by  the  heir,  if  he  were  of  full  age,  and  under  no  disability  sioafffaton  «. 
when  he  made  the  assignment,  although  the  assignment  ex-  {^^^,404 
ceeded  the  widow*s  third  of  the  value  of  the  estate,  he  will  not  ^^2. 
be  relieved  by  a  Court  of  Law. 

But  if  the  heir  were  under  age  when  he  assigned  dower,  he  Gilb.  Dower, 
will  be  protected  against  the  consequences  of  excessive  assign-  f^^'  ^^  3^  ^43^ 
ment,  and  may  have  his  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower.  ^'  ^* 

But  he  cannot  defeat  the  assignment  of  dower  by  entry.]  ^.j.  ^ 

388. 
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Eflfeciofinii-        21.  The  widow, aMuires  an  estate  of  freehold  by  the  assign- 

Bignment  of  ,  f  ^  «? 

dower.  ment,  without  livery  of  seisin ;  because  dower  is  due  of  commoQ 

'"^    *  **      right ;  and  the  assignment  is  an  act  of  equal  notoriety. 
Lit.  t.  393.  22.  As  soon  as  dower  is  assigned,  the  widow  holds  by  the  in- 

395.'      *     '  stitution  of  the  law,  and  is  in  of  the  estate  of  her  husband  ;  so 

that  after  assignment  she  is  considered  as  holding  by  an  infeuda- 

don  immediately  from  the  death  of  her  husband  ;  therefore  the 

Anu,  C.2.UIS,  heir  is  not  considered  as  having  ever  been  seised  of  that  part  of 

his  ancestor's  estate,  whereof  the  widow  is  endowed. 
1  Inst.  38.  b.         23.  Where  dower  is  assigned,  there  is  a  warranty  in  law  im- 
4Co.Rep?m.  pl>^9  ^b^^  if  the  tenant  be  impleaded,  she  shall  vouch  the  h^r ; 
**  and  if  evicted,  shall  recover  in  value  a  third  of  the  remainder. 

Actions  forte-  24.  Where  the  heir  or  terretenant  refuses  to  assign  dower  to 
^b?K«  374.  *^®  widow,  the  law  has  provided  her  with  several  remedies  for 
3^*  recovering  it.    The  first  of  these  is  the  writ  of  dower,  tmde  nUul 

habet,  which  lies  where  no  dower  has  been  assigned.     But  if  any 

part  of  dower  has  been  assigned,  the  widow  cannot  say  unde  nihil 

habet f  and  therefore  she  must  have  recourse  to  the  writ  of  dower ; 

which  is  a  more  general  remedy,  extending  either  to  a  part,  or 

to  the  whole,  {d) 

May  be  ob-  26.  Where  a  woman  was  disabled  from  suing  for  her  dower  at 

Chai^^.         ^^^>  ^^^  ^^^  always  relieved  in  equity.     And  now  it  is  settled 

Tothill  82.         that  widows  labour  under  so  many  difficulties  at  law,  from  the 

Treat,  of  Eq. 

B.i.c.i.t.3.  embarrassment  of  trust  terms,  and  other  matters,  that  they  are 
2Bro!c!c.G2o'.  fuUy  entitled  to  every  assistance  which  a  court  of  equity  can 
a^k'*oo]l'  ^*  &^^  them,  not  only  in  paving  the  way  to  establish  their  right  at 
2Rop.Husb.      law,  but  also  in  giving  them  complete  relief,  when  the  right  is 

and  Wife,  Jac.  .    .      j 

ed.460— i.&n.  ascertameo. 

Hamilton  V.  26.  Where  a  mother  was  guardian  to  her  child,  and  receiyed 

Wms.  118.  '       the  rents  of  the  estate  of  which  she  was  dowable,  but  dower  was 

never  assigned  to  her ;  the  Court  of  Chancery  held  that  the  want 
of  a  formal  assignment  of  dower  was  nothing  in  equity,  for  still 
the  right  in  conscience  was  the  same.  And  if  the  heir  brought  a 
bill  against  the  mother  for  an  account  of  the  profits,  it  was  just 
that  a  court  of  equity  should,  in  the  account,  allow  a  third  of 
the  profits  for  the  right  of  dower. 

(cf)  [Writs  of  right  of  dower,  unde  nihil  habet,  a  quare  impedit  and  ejectment  are  ex- 
cepted out  of  the  36th  section  of  the  slat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  by  which  real  and  mitcd 
actions  are  abolished.] 
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27.  [In  assigning  dower  the  Court  of  Chancery  allows  the  Curtis  v.  Curtis, 
widow  an  account  of  mesne  profits  from  the  death  of  the  husband,  oiiverv?  Rich- 
and  will  not  permit  her  title  to  them  to  be  defeated  by  the  death  j^*^'  ^  ^**' 
of  the  tenant  pendente  lite,  and  although  the  length  of  time 

which  may  have  elapsed  since  the  husband's  death  exceed  six 
years  prior  to  the  bill  filed. 

28.  By  Stat.  3  and  4.  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  40.  it  is  enacted  that  ^"le  after" 
after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833,  no  arrears  of  dower,  nor  «xy«a«« 
any  damages  on  account  of  such  arrears  shall  be  recovered  by 

action  or  suit,  for  a  longer  period  than  six  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  such  action  orsiut.] 


^ 
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CHAP.  IV. 


What  will  operate  as  a  Bar  or  Satisfaction  of  Dower. 


a.  AtUiMder^tke  Hmabmd. 

4.  AtUuHder  ^  ike  W'^t, 

6.  Vltfeme^k  wUk  tm  AMiertT, 

12.  JMmmt  •f  CUrten, 

14.  Fine  9r  Reeovetj, 

16.  Bor^vis  mtd  Sak  ta  Lundom. 
16*  Jointute* 

17.  iiii  OutsUmditut  Term. 


1ft.  A    De9i$t    U  m  Bar  U 

Dower. 
2t.  Unieta  m  exprested,  wkm 

tke  IFulotoAtff  ofZediM. 
28.  SbM^eiMet    held    a   SeAu- 

faetiam. 
tl.  A  Bequest  ^PeiiotidEdAt 

mo  Bar  to  Domer. 

Section  I. 

The  right  to  dower  attaches  at  the  instant  of  the  marriage ;  nor, 
See  sut.  3  &  4  Can  it  [as  regards  the  dower  of  women  married  before  or  on  the 
.Vh.*''*  ^^'    l*^  d^y  ^^  January.  1834]  be  defeated  by  the  alienation  of  the 

hnsband  alone:  but  still  the  wife  may  be  barred  from  claiming 

dower  by  several  acts  subsequent  to  the  marriage. 

Attainder  of  2.  Formerly,  if  a  man  was  attainted  of  treason  or  felony,  his 

i*ii«L4i?a.      ^^®  ^^^  thereby  barred  of  her  dower  at  common  law,  and  by 

Rob.  Gav.  230.  custom ;  except  where  the  lands  were  held  in  gavelkind.   By  the 

statute  1  Edw.  6.  c.  12.  the  rigour  of  the  common  law  was  abated 

in  this  respect^  it  being  thereby  enacted  that  in  all  cases  where 

the  husband  was  attainted  of  treason  or  felony,  his  wife  should 

1  Inst.  392.  b.    have  dower.     But  a  subsequent  statute,  5  8c  6  Edw.  6.  c.  H* 

revived  this  severity  against  the  widows  of  traitors,  who  are  now 
barred  of  dower.    And  the  words  of  the  act  being  general,  ex- 
clude the  wife,  as  well  in  cases  of  petit,  as  of  high  treason. 
Mayne'acaae,!.      [The  attainder,  though  followed  by  pardon,  will  defeat  the 
Co?Lit!392.^     dower  of  lands  whereof  the  husband  was  seised  prior  to  such 
Perk.  s.  387.      pardon. 

Menyii'a  case,         ^^^  ^^  ^^  attainder  be  reversed  ios  error  the  widow's  title 
l?^i2;         will  revive.] 

Moor.  639.  -^ 

4  Bi.  Com.  392.      3.  lu  cases  of  misprision  of  treason,  or  attainder  of  felony 
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only,  the  Btat.  I  Edw.  6.  is  still  in  force ;  thereibre  the  widows  5  Eliz.  c.  ii. 
of  such  persons  are  entitled  to  dower:  and  where  offences  have  8.2.'ft&9Wiii. 
been  made  felony  by  modem  acts  of  parliament,  the  wife's  dower  |5q^^'2*'' 
is,  in  general^  expressly  saved.  c.  28.  t.  4. 

4.  If  a  woman  be  attainted  of  treason  or  felony,  she  will  Attainder  of 
thereby  lose  her  dower :  but  if  pardoned^  she  may  then  demand  1 1^  33. ,. 
it,  though  her  husband  should  have  aliened  his  land  in  the  mean  '^  ^-^ 
time ;  for  when  this  impediment  is  onoe  removed,  her  capacity  to 
be  endowed  is  restored. 

6.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  divorce  on  account  of  adultery  is  Sfopement 

witK  an 

DO  bar  to  dower.    But  by  the  stat.  Westm.  2.  c.  34.  it  is  enacted,  adaitmr. 

that  if  a  wife  willingly  leaves  her  husband,  and  continues  with 

an  adulterer,  she  shall  be  barred  of  her  action  to  demand  dower, 

if  she  be  convicted  thereupon ;  except  her  husband  willingly, 

and  without  coercion  of  the  church,  reconcile  her,  and  suffer 

her  to  dwell  with  him ;  in  which  case  she  shall  be  restored  to 

her  action. 

[And  in  the  recent  case  of  Hethrington  t;.  Graham,  it  was  held  ^  ^>>>S*  l^* 
that  adultery  wa»  a  bar  to  dower,  although  committed  after  the 
husband  and  wife  had  separated  by  mutual,  consent] 

6.  Lord  Coke,  in  his  comment  on  the  above  statute,  observes  on  2  inst.  435. 
the  words  »  sponte.  reliquerk  virum  sttum,  et  abierit,  et  moreiur  cum 
adultero ;  that  although  the  woxds  of  this  branch  be  in  the  eon* 
junctive,  yet  if  the  woman,  be  taken  away,  not  sponte,  bat  against 

her  will,  and  after  consent,  and  remain  with  the  adulterer,  with- 
out being  reconciled,  she  shall  lose  her  dower*.    For  the  cause  of 
the  box  of  her  dower  is  not  the  manner  of  her  going  away,  but 
the  remaining  with  the  adulterer,  without  reconciliation.    He  idem  436. 
also  observes  upon  the  words  moreiur  cum  adalieroytkvit  although  n.  9. 
she  does  not  continually  remain  with  the  adulterer,  yet  if  she  be  ^^*  ^^' 
with  him,  and  commita  adultery,  it  is  a  tanying  withift  the 
statute.     Also  if  she.  once  ren^ain^  with  the  adulterer,  and 
after  he  keeps  her  against  her  will ;  or  if  the  adulterer  tnms 
her  away :  yet  she  shall  be  said  morari  cum  aduUero,  within  x 

the  act. 

7.  He  further  obsjerves,  that  if  a  woman  wbo.haa  eloped  from  U.  435. 
her  husband  with,an  adjulterer,  is  afterwards  reconciled,  and  co- 
habits with  her  husbmid,  by  coercion  of  the  church,  yet  she  will 

be  barred  of  her  dower.  And  if  a  woman  goes  away  with  another 
man,  with  her  husband's  consent,  and  afterwards  that  man 
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commits  adultery  with  her,  and  she  remains  with  him,  with- 
out being  reconciled  to  her  husband,  she  shall  be  barred  of  her 
dower,  (e) 

8.  There  is  a  curious  case  in  the  Rolls  of  Parliament,  30  Ed- 
ward I.  where  a  man  by  deed  granted  his  wife  to  another,  with 
whom  she  eloped,  and  lived  in  adultery.  It  was  determined, 
1.  That  it  was  a  void  grant.  2.  That  it  did  not  amount  to  a 
licence,  or  at  least  was  a  void  licence.  3.  That  after  elopement 
there  should  not  be  any  averment  quod  non  fuH  adulterium, 
though  she  married  the  adulterer  after  her  first  husband's  death : 
therefore  that  she  was  barred  of  dower.  A  sentence  of  purga- 
tion of  adultery  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  was  also  produced,  bat 
it  was  not  allowed  to  have  any  effect 

9.  Where  the  friends  of  the  husband  removed  him  from  his 
wife,  published  that  he  was  dead,  'and  persuaded  the  wife  to 
marry  another  man,  though  the  wife  lived  in  adultery ;  yet  inas- 
much as  non  reliquit  virum  sponte,  it  was  held  that  she  did  not 
forfeit  her  dower. 

10.  With  respect  to  the  circumstances  necessary  to  prove  a 
voluntary  reconciliation  by  the  husband,  Lord  Coke  says,  co- 
habitation is  not  sufficient,  without  reconciliation  made  by  the 
husband  sponie :  so  that  cohabitation  only  in  the  same  house  with 
the  husband  will  not  avail.  But  in  the  following  case,  cohabita- 
tion as  man  and  wife  appears  to  have  been  held  a  sufficient  proof 
of  reconciliation. 

11.  Reconciliation  being  pleaded,  evidence  was  given  that  the 
husband  and  wife  had,  after  the  elopement,  slept  together  several 
nights,  and  in  divers  places,  and  demeaned  themselves  as  man 
and  wife.  It  was  objected  that  they  never  lived  together  in  one 
house,  but  were  apart ;  and  the  wife  continued  in  adultery  with 
one  or  more,  during  the  life  of  her  husband,  sed  non  allocatur; 
for  there  might  have  been  divers  elopements,  and  divers  re- 
conciliations: and  the  defendant  ought  to  take  issue  on  one 
at  his  peril. 

12.  Detinue  of  charters  is  another  cause  of  the  loss  of  dower. 
For  if  in  a  writ  of  dower  the  tenant  pleads  that  the  demandant 
detains  the  charters  of  the  estate,  and  she  denies  the  fact,  which 
is  found  against  her,  she  shall  lose  her  dower.     But,  1.  The 

(e)  [The  husband  will  not  be  obliged  to  take  his  wife  back  again  after  sbe  has  doped 
from  him  and  committed  adultery.    6  T.  R.  603.] 
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charters  ought  to  relate  to  the  land  whereof  dower  is  demanded. 
2.  He  who  pleads  this  plea  ought  to  shew  the  certainty  of  the 
charters;  whereupon  a  certain  issue  may  be  joined,  as  that  they 
are  in  a  chest  or  box^  looked  or  sealed^  which  imports  sufBcient 
certainty.  3.  No  stranger,  though  he  be  tenant  to  the  land,  and 
has  the  evidenees  conveyed  to  him,  can  plead  this  plea. 

13.  In  several  cases  the  heir  is  in  the  degree  of  a  stranger,  and  i<]era. 
therefore  shall  not  plead  detinue  of  charters.     1.  If  the  heir  has 

the  land  by  purchase.  2.  If  he  has  delivered  the  charters  to  the 
widow ;  for  then  she  has  them  by  his  own  act.  3.  If  the  heir 
be  n6t  immediately  vouched.  4.  If  he  comes  in  as  vouchee^ 
6.  If  he  comes  in  as  tenant  by  receipt.  The  reason  is  manifest, 
if  the  true  form  of  pleading  in  that  case  be  observed  :  for  he  who 
pleads  detinue  of  charters,  in  bar  of  dower,  ought  to  plead  that  Burdon  v.  Bar- 
be  has  been  always  ready,  and  yet  is,  to  render  dower,  if  the  de-  252*. 
mandant  would  deliver  to  him  his  charters. 

14.  If  a  woman  joins  with  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine,  or  Fine  or  Re- 
aufferiog  a  common  recovery,  of  lands  whereof  she  is  dowabie,  ^°^^^* 
she  will  thereby  eflPectually  bar  herself  from  claiming  dower  out 

of  those  lands.     The  principles  upon  which  this  doctrine  is  Tit.  35, 36. 
founded  will  be  explained  hereafter. 

15.  By  the  custom  of  London  a  married  woman  may  bar  her-  Bargain  and 
self  of  dower,  by  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  acknowledged  before  Bohun.  Priv."' 
the  lord-mayor,  or  the  recorder,  and  one  alderman,  and  enrolled  ^^^' 

in  the  court  of  hustings;  the  wife  being  examined  separately 
from  her  husband,  as  to  her  consent. 

16.  The  most  usual  mode  of  barring  dower,  in  modem  times,  jointure. 
is  by  means  of  a  jointure  settled  on  the  wife  before  marriage :  of 
which  an  account  will  be  given  in  the  next  Title. 

[17.  A  legal  term  of  years  created  before  the  title  of  dower  Byanoatitand- 
attached,  will,  if  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  a  purchaser,  be  a  pro-  '°^ 
tection  against  the  dower  of  the  vendor's  wife,  whose  claim  will 
be  barred  by  a  cesset  executio  during  the  term.  The  court  has 
even  compelled  the  widow  herself,  in  whom  the  term  happened 
to  vest  by  the  death  of  the  trustee,  to  asugn  the  term  to  the 
purchaser's  trustee,  to  the  exclusion  of  her  own  dower. 

Thus  in  Mole  v.  Smith,  the  freehold  estate  of  Watson,  a  bank-  i  Jac.  &  Walk. 
nipt,  was  sold  by  the  assignees  to  Smith,  who  entered  into  pos- 
tession  under  the  contract,  and  afterwards  filed  his  bill  against 
the  assignees,  the  bankrupt,  and  his  wife,  for  specific  perform- 
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ance,  and  an  assignment  of  three  terms,  ivbich,  upon  the  bank- 
rupt's purchase,  had  been  assigned  to  Yellowly  to  attend.    The 
terms  happened  to  vest  in  the  bankrupt's  wife  as  surviving  admi- 
nistratrix of  Yellowly.     Upon  the  bankrupt's  death  his  widow 
claimed  her  dower,  and  insisted  that  she  ought  not  to  be  com- 
pelled to  assign  the  terms  vested  in  her  to  a  trustee  for  the  pur- 
chaser as  a  protection  i^inst  her  dower.    Sir  Thomas  Plumer, 
M.  R.,  expressed  considerable  doubt  whether  the  court  could 
compel  her  to  assign  the  term.    The  cause  came  on  again  before 
Lord  Eldon,  C,  on  the  4th  of  April,  1822.    The  following  were 
the  reasons  of  his  lordship's  decision;  that  the  husband,  before 
bis  bankruptcy  and  in  his  lifetime,  might  have  compelled  the 
administrator  of  Yellowly  to  assign  the  terms  to  a  trustee  for  the 
purchaser ;  that  the  purchaser  would  have  been  entitled  to  call 
for  such  assignment  in  order  to  protect  himself  from  the  claim  of 
the  wife's  dower;  that  the  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors 
were  entitled  as  fully  as  the  bankrupt  himself;  and  that  the 
widow,  as  administrator  of  Yellowly,  could  not  make  any  use  of 
the  terms  for  her  own  benefit,  which  she  could  not  have  com- 
pelled Yellowly  himself  to  make :  His  lordship  accordingly  de- 
clared that  as  the  trustee  Yellowly  (whom  the  bankrupt's  widow 
represented)  would  if  living  have  been  compelled  by  the  assig- 
nees to  assign  the  terms  to  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser,  in  order 
to  carry  the  contract  into  effect,  the  widow  was  also  compellable 
to  assign  them. 

But  as  between  the  widow  and  the  heir  and  devisee  of  her 
husband,  she  will  not  be  excluded  by  the  term,  which  is  as 
much  attendant  upon  her  dower,  as  upon  the  remaining  interest 
in  the  inheritance,  and  she  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it.] 

18.  Every  devise  or  bequest  in  a  will  imports  a  bounty ;  and 
therefore  cannot  in  general  be  averred  to  be  given  as  a  satisfac- 
tion for  that  to  which  the  devisee  is,  by  law,  entitled.  In  con* 
sequence  of  this  principle,  a  devise  cannot  be  averred,  even  in 
equity,  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower, jinless  it  is  so  expressed  in 
the  will.  1.  Because  a  devise  implies  a  consideration  in  itself; 
and  cannot  be  averred  to  be  for  the  use  of  any  other  person  than 
the  devisee,  unless  it  is  so  expressed  in  the  will :  no  more  can  a 
devise  be  averred  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  unless  it  is  so  ex* 
pressed.    2.  As  all  wills  of  land  must  be  in  writing,  no  aver- 
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tnent  respecting  the  intention  of  a  testator  is  admissible,  which 
cannot  be  collected  from  the  words  of  the  will  itself. 

19.  A  person  being  indebted,  devised  part  of  his  lands  to  his  Hitchin  «. 
wife,  but  did  not  mention  it  to  be  in  bar  of  dower ;  and  devised  Prec.  in  Cha. 
the  residue  to  his  executors,  till  his  debts  were  paid.    The  wife  ^^* 
brought  a  writ  of  dower,  and  recovered  her  dower.    The  h^ir 

filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  her,  to  be  relieved.  The  Court 
said  the  devise  was  not  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  recompence  or 
bar  of  dower,  but  as  a  voluntary  gift. 

20.  If  a  husband  devises  lands  to  his  wife  during  her  widow- 
hood only,  or  restrains  the  devise  in  any  other  manner,  so  as  to 
render  it  less  beneficial  than  dower,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
interfere;  but  the  wife  will  be  allowed  to  take  both  the  thing 
devised,  and  also  her  dower. 

21.  W.  Lawrence  devised  lands  of  the  annual  value  of  130/.  Lawmoev. 
to  his  wife,  during  her  widowhood.    After  the  determination  of  i  Ld.  Raym. 
that  estate,  he  devised  the  same  premises,  together  with  all  his  2^f^„  234 
other  lands,  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  twenty- four  years,  in  trust 

for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies.  As  a  farther  provi- 
sion for  his  wife,  he  directed  that  after  two  years  of  the  term 
were  expired,  his  trustees  should  permit  her  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  of  another  farm  of  90/.  per  annumy  for  the  remainder 
of  the  said  term  of  twenty-four  years,  so  long  as  she  should  con- 
tinue  a  widow.  The  wi^ow  entered  upon  the  lands  devised  to 
her,  and  afterwards  brought  a  writ  of  dower,  to  which  was 
pleaded  the  devise,  with  an  averment  that  the  same  was  in  satis- 
faction of  her  dower.  Upon  demurrer  to  this  plea,  judgment 
was  given  for  the  demandant. 

A  bill  was  then  exhibited  in  Chancery,  to  be  relieved  from  2  Vera.  365. 
this  judgment.     Lord  Somers  decreed  a  perpetual  injunction  * 

against  the  widow,  to  stay  her  further  proceeding  upon,  the 
judgment  in  dower. 

The  cause  was  reheard  by  Lord  Keeper  Wright,  who  ordered 
a  case  to  be  stated.  1.  Whether  the  defendant  was  barred  of 
her  dower  by  the  devise  in  the  will,  or  not.  2,  If  she  was  not 
barred  of  her  dower  by  such  devise,  whether  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  be  relieved  in  that  court.  A  case  was  accordingly  stated, 
and  in  1702  the  cause  came  on  upon  the  case  so  stated,  when 
his  lordship  declared  that  he  had  fully  considered  of  the  matter, 

N  2 
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but  conceived  there  was  iK>thing  in  the  testator's  will  that  did 
intend  that  the  defendant  should  be  barred  of  her  dower :  in 
ease  any  such  thing  did  appear  by  the  will,  the  same  would  only 
be  a  bar  at  law,  not  in  that  court ;  and  as  the  matter  had  been 
already  determined  at  law,  he  reversed  so  much  of  the  former  de- 
cree as  awarded  a  perpetaal  injunction  against  the  defendantfs 
proceeding  at  law  upon  her  judgment  in  dower. 

The  cause  was  brought  on  again  by  a  remainder^aaAD,  before 
Lord  Cowper,  in  1715,  who  declared  as  to  the  question  of  dower, 
that  it  being  a  point  of  right,  and  so  doubtful  in  its  nature,  that 
the  Court  had  been  of  different  opinions  about  it,  and  the  de- 
termination in  1702  having  remained  so  kmg  unquestioned,  be 
did  not  think  6t  to  make  any  variation  from  what  was  then 
determined. 
3  Bfo.  Pari.  On  an  appeal  firom  this  decree  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was 

Ca.4S3. 

contended  for  the  appellant,  that  it  would  be  against  the  roles 
of  natural  equity  and  justice,  if  the  respondent  should  be  per- 
mitted to  enjoy  the  estates  devised  to  her  by  her  husband's  will, 
and  at  the  same  time  disappoint  his  intention,  by  insisting  on 
her  dower :  for  which  the  lands  devised  were  far  from  an  equiva«- 
lent.  On  the  other  side,  it  was  said  to  be  nowhere  expressed, 
nor  to  be  collected  from  the  words  of  the  vrill,  that  the  lands 
devised  to  the  respondent  were  for  her  jointure,  or  in  bar  of  her 
dower ;  neither  eould  it  be  so  averred  at  law,  or  in  a  court  of 
equity ;  she  having  no  estate  for  life,  but  for  her  widowhood 
only.  The  decree  was  afirmed. 
Lemon  v.  22.  A  person  devised  kinds  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  devised 

8V^°Ab.366.  o^^^^  lands  to  his  brother  and  his  heirs.    The  wife  entered  into 

the  lands  devised  to  her,  which  were  of  more  value  than  her 
dower ;  she  afterwards  claimed  dower  of  the  rest,  and  had  jadg>» 
ment.  The  brother  brought  his  bill  in  Chancery  to  be  relieved. 
The  case  of  Lawrence  and  Lawrence  was  cited  for  the  defend- 
ant, to  prove  that  the  wife  should  have  dower,  notwithstafiding  a 
devise  to  her  for  life  of  lands  by  her  husband ;  unless  declared 
incledon  v.        to  be  in  lieu  and  scttiefaction  of  dower.     Lord  Parker  said  thsil 

Northcote, 

3  Atk.  433.        this  point  had  been  determined  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  dis- 
missed the  bill. 
Unlen  lo  ex-         23.  If  it  be  said  in  the  wiD  that  the  devise  is  made  in  lieu 
wSatile widow  Satisfaction  of  dower,  or  on  condition  that  the  vrife  shall 

has  an  electioD. 
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fk^im  dower ;  tlien  the  wife  cannot  have  both,  for  that  would  be  Leake  v. 
repugnant  to  the  intention  of  the  testator.  The  wife  must,  there-  4  Rep.  4.  a. 
fore,  in  such  a  case,  make  her  election.(a) 

24.  A  man  devised  the  third  part  of  his  lands  to  his  wife,  in  Buih's  case, 
recompence  of  her  dower.    The  wife  entered  on  the  lands  de*     ^' 
vised  to  her ;  it  was  resolved  that  she  was  thereby  barred  of 
dower. 

26.  A  person  devised  his  lands  to  his  wife  till  P.  his  daughter  Gosling  0.  ^ 
attained  the  age  of  nineteen,  afterwards  to  P.  in  tail,  remainder  Cro^Eliz.  128. 
over  ia  fee.  He  devised  farther,  that  P.  should  pay»  after 
her  age  of  nineteen,  12/.  per  annum  to  his  wife  in  recompence  of 
her  dower ;  if  she  failed  of  payment,  that  his  wife  should  have 
the  land  for  her  life.  The  wife,  before  P.  attained  nineteen, 
brought  a  writ  of  dower,  and  recovered  a  third  part ;  after  P. 
attained  nineteen,  the  wife  entered  for  non-payment  of  the  12/. 
The  question  was,  whether  her  entry  was  lawful. 

It  was  adjudged*  that  the  wife,  having  recovered  a  third  part 
in  dower,  she  should  not  have  the  rent;  as  it  was  against  the 
intention  of  the  testator  that  she  should  have  both ;  that  the 
.acceptance  of  one  was  a  waiver  of  the  other.  And  upon  a  writ 
of  error  this  judgment  was  affii*med. 

26.  A  man  devised  his  personal  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  that  Lesquire  v. 
his  widow  should  receive  thereout  100^  a-year  during  her  life,  Fkdi\34. 
in  lieu  and  discharge  of  her  dower.    The  wife  received  this  ao- 

nuity  for  many  years,  then  brought  a  writ  of  dower.  Decreed 
that  the  wife  was  barred  of  dower,  as  long  as  the  personal  estate 
was  sufficient. 

27.  With  respect  to  the  acti  which  will  amount  to  an  election,  Til  sa.  c.2. 
and  the  time  within  which  they  must  take  place,  they  will  be 

stated  hereafter. 

28.  Notwithstanding  the  doctrine  established  in  the  case  of  Sometimes 
JLawtence  v.  Lawrence,  and  the  frequent  recognition  of  it,  de-  tion. 
▼ises  have  been  sometimes  deemed  a  satisfaction  in  equity  for 
dower,  on  account  of  strong  and  special  circumstances.     As 
where  allowing  a  widow  to  take  a  double  provision,  would  be 

quite  inconsistent  with  the  dispositions  of  the  will. 

29.  A  person  devised  to  his  wife  an  annuity  of  200/.  a-year.  Villa  Real ». 
to  be  issuing  out  of  his  lands,  with  the  power  of  distress  and  iBn>.c'c.292. 

note,Amb.S62. 
(  f)  [But  see  suu  3  &  4  WiU.  4.  c.  106.  ss.  9, 10. 12.] 
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entry ;  subject  thefeto,  he  devised  fais  real  estates  to  his  daugh- 
ter in  strict  settlement ;  and  directed  all  his  personal  estate  to 
be  invested  in  land,  and  settled  to  the  same  uses. 

One  of  the  questions  in  this  case  was^  whether  the  wife  was 
to  take  this  annuity  in  satisfaction  of  her  dower  or  not. 

Two  cases  were  cited  ;  the  first,  Pitts  v.  Snowden,  where  a 
man  devised  to  his  wife  an  annuity  of  502.  a-year,  payable  out 
of  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  with  a  clause  of  entry  and 
distress ;  and  subject  thereto  he  gave  his  freehold  estates  to  his 
three  sisters.  Lord  Hardwicke  decreed  that  the  widow  was  en- 
2  Eden  236.       titled  to  dower,  and  also  to  the  annuity.    The  second,  Arnold  v. 

Kempstead,  where  a  testator  gave  some  leaseholds  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  also  10^  a-year  during  her  life,  or  so  long  as  she  should 
continue  a  widow,  out  of  the  rents  of  his  freehold  estates,  but 
without  any  clause  of  entry  or  distress ;  and  devised  all  his  free- 
hold estates  to  his  son.  Lord  Northington  decreed  that  the 
widow  must  elect  either  her  dower  or  the  annuity,  but  could  not 
take  both. 

Lord  Camden. — ^The  case  now  before  the  court  is  more  exactly 
correspondent,  in  the  form  of  the  devise,  to  Pitts  v.  Snowden, 
than  to  the  other  case ;  for  in  these  two  cases  there  is  an  express 
clause  of  entry  and  distress,  whereas  there  is  no  such  power  in 
Arnold  v.  Kempstead  ;  and  they  more  particularly  resemble  each 
other  in  another  circumstance ;  as  the  annuity  in  both  is  charged 
upon  other  funds,  not  subject  to  dower,  as  well  as  upon  the 
dowable  estate ;  whereas  in  Arnold  v.  Kempstead  the  aimuity  is 
made  to  issue  only  out  of  the  freehold  estate,  subject  to  dower. 
These  two  being  alike  in  all  their  circumstances,  I  must  admit 
that  Pitts  V.  Snowden  is  an  authority  in  point  one  way,  Arnold 
V.  Kempstead  the  other.    The  question  upon  this  case  is  this : — 
1.  Whether  if  a  rent-charge  is  given  to  the  widow,  issuing  out 
of  the  estate  subject  to  dower,  with  power  of  distress,  this  devise 
shall  operate  as  a  bar,  or  satisfaction  of  dower.    I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  shall;  because  the  claim  of  dower,  1.  Disappoints  the 
will ;  and,  2.  Is  inconsistent  with  with  it.     It  is  admitted  that 
Vid§Tiu36,      every  devisee  must  confirm  the  will  tn  toto,  if  he  claims  any  in- 
terest under  it ;  and  must  consequently  forfeit  such  interest,  if 
he  impeaches  or  interrupts  any  part  of  it.     In  this  case  the  will 
is  contradicted  by  the  claim  of  dower.     1.  Because  it  puts  the 
trustees  out  of  possession ;  for  they  cannot  hold  the  whole,  sub- 
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ject  to  the  annuity  and  distress,  without  being  in  possession  of 
the  whole  ;  nor  can  the  annuitant^  consistent  with  the  will,  take 
possession  of  any  part,  because  her  right  accrues  upon  default  of 
payment.  And  though  the  present  case  gives  the  right  of  entry 
upon  the  whole»  or  any  part,  in  more  explicit  terms  than  Pitts 
v»  Snowden ;  yet  the  general  power  of  entry  and  distress,  in 
Pitts  V.  Snowden,  is  tantamount  in  this  particular.  The  posses- 
sion, therefore,  of  the  trustees  being  co-extensive  with  the  an- 
nuities and  the  distress,  it  is  not  possible  in  such  a  case,  to  make 
the  land  subject  to  the  dower  and  the  rent-charge  at  the  same 
time ;  because,  as  annuitant,  the  widow  must  be  out  of  possession 
of  the  whole ;  as  dowress  she  must  be  possessed  of  a  part.  Hence 
it  follows,  that  where  the  testator  gives  the  estate,  subject  to  the 
annuity,  as  he  doth  in  this  case,  he  must  be  intended  to  give, 
subject  to  the  annuity  only ;  and  the  residue  of  the  rents  and 
profits  being  given  to  the  devisee,  must  exclude  all  charges,  ex- 
cept only  the  annuity.  In  this  view  of  the  matter  the  vridow^ 
by  the  claim  of  dower,  disappoints  the  will  in  the  most  essential 
part  of  the  testator's  plan,  by  reducing  the  interest  of  the  de<- 
visee,  and  loading  the  estate  with  an  additional  burthen.  2.  The 
claim  of  dower  is  inconsistent  with  the  will  in  another  light,  as 
it  will  diminish  the  annuity  itself,  which  is  contrary  to  the  very 
words  of  the  will.  The  annuity  is  either  given  over  and  above 
the  dower,  or  in  satisfaction  of  it.  He  intended  only  one,  or  he 
intended  both  ;  if  both,  he  intended  both  should  be  enjoyed  in 
their  full  extent ;  the  whole  annuity  and  the  whole  dower.  Now, 
can  the  widow  enjoy  the  annuity,  as  the  will  has  given  it,  if  she 
claims  her  dower  ?  It  is  most  clear  that  she  cannot ;  for  if  she 
enters  into  a  third,  in  right  of  her  dower,  she  must  sink  so  much 
of  her  annuity,  as  that  third  ought  to  bear  in  proportion :  that 
is  a  violation  of  the  will.  And  whether  the  annuity  clashes  with 
the  dower,  or  the  dower  with  the  annuity,  it  is  equally  decisive  ; 
for  she  can  never  enjoy  both,  unless  both  can  be  reconciled  to  the 
will,  nor  is  there  any  pretence  to  say  that  the  whole  annuity,  by 
an  equitable  marshalment,  shall  be  thrown  upon  the  two  re- 
maining thirds,  because  that  would  in  terms  contradict  the  will, 
which  charges  the  whole,  and  gives  the  power  of  distress  upon 
the  whole.  This  is  sufficient  to  shew  the  testator's  intention :  it 
is  an  intention  that  does  not  stand  upon  a  loose  presumption, 
but  from  the  mode  of  devising  in  the  will  itself ;  and  then  the 
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Tit 38. c.  3.  I  CAS®  comeB  within  the  rale  of  Noys  v.  Monktimty  that  noj 

shall  dispate  a  will,  who  takea  mider  it.  This  rule  is  univcraal, 
and  without  exception  ;  and  a  dowress  has  no  nore  fight  to  be 
.  exempted  from  it  than  any  other  devisee.  The  cases  of  Law* 
rence  v.  Lawrence,  Hitchin  v.  Hitchtn,  uid  Lemoo  v,  hsmam, 
may  be  all  admitted  to  be  good  law ;  the  will  in  all  these  cases 
being  consistent  with  the  claim  of  dower.  In  all  of  them  the 
dowable  estate  was  devised  generally ;  and  as  the  testator  had 
not  expressed  the  wife's  beqnest  to  be  in  satisfaction,  the  Cooit 
would  not  presame  it,  and  the  estate  passed,  cum  onere*  There 
no  violence  was  done  to  the  will ;  and  the  wife  took  no  more 
from  the  devisee  than  the  testator  intended  she  should ;  nothing 
being  declared  to  the  contrary.  But  where  the  dowable  estate 
is  so  divided,  that  the  claim  of  dower  makes  a  material  chati^ 
in  the  will  itself,  as  it  does  here,  the  widow  must  be  barred  by 
necessary  implication.  For  where  is  the  difference  between  de«- 
daring  that  she  shall  not  hold  both,  and  devising  so  that  she 
cannot  hold  both,  without  disturbing  the  will:  therefore,  if  the 
claim  of  dower  will  disappoint  the  will,  she  is  barred  of  her 
dower  by  necessary  implication :  which  will,  according  to  Che 
doctrine  of  all  the  cases,  be  equivalent  to  an  express  implication. 
I  will  now  say  a  word  upon  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Kempstead. 
There  is  no  power  of  distress  in  that  will ;  and  yet  I  do  not  think 
it  substantially  within  the  reason  of  the  other  two  oases  ;  for  the 
very  gift  of  an  annuity  to  the  wife,  out  of  the  dowable  estate, 
does  from  the  nature  of  the  interest,  throw  her  out  of  possession, 
and  makes  the  claim  of  dower  inconsistent  with  the  will.  I 
must  not  conclu(}e  without  taking  notice  of  a  circumstance  that 
may  be  urged  against  my  opinion,  as  a  proof  of  intuition  in  the 
testator  to  give  both  dower  and  annuity  to  the  wife ;  that  is,, 
that  the  annuity  is  made  to  issue  out  of  more  than  the  dowable 
estate;  from  whence  it  may  be  argued  that  the  testator  en- 
larged the  fund  for  payment,  in  order  to  leave  sufficient  for  the 
satisfaction  of  both  the  demands.  I  answer,  first,  that  it  is  to- 
tally unknown  whether  he  extended  the  charge  and  the  femedy 
with  that  view ;  it  is  at  most  but  a  conjecture ;  and  it  may  as 
reasonably  be  supposed  that  he  meant  only,  by  augmenting  the 
security,  to  give  an  easier  and  safer  remedy  for  recovering  the 
annuity ;  as  nothing  is  more  common,  where  a  rent-charge  is 
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grftTited,  than  to  eharge  an  estate  often  times  the  value  for  the 
payment  of  it. 

2.  That  this  supposed  intention  is  rebutted  by  a  declared  in- 
tention to  the  contrary^  manifested  and  expressed  in  the  will 

itself.     I  wish  these  cases  could  have  been  reconciled,  feeling  in  ^j^^n'^^^* 

myself  a  modest  unwillingness  to  sit  in  judgment  upon  two  men  Wake  v.  Wake, 

greatly  superior  to  myself  in  learning,  as  well  as  capacity :  but  i  Vei.  juniass! 

that  which  in  a  private  man  would  have  been  presumption,  is  p^^^  ^' 

an  indispensable  duty  in  a  judge.    The  tax  is  imposed  on  me  by  ^  Bio.c.C.292. 

my  office ;  and  I  undertake  it  with  more  ease  of  mind,  knowing  Boynton,  ti. 

that  there  is  a  jurisdiction  superior  to  us  all,  which  is  able  to  Midi  i;. Brain, 

coBfirm  or  reverse  my  opinion,  by  a  final  decision.  Decreed  that  ^  ^^  ^^^- 
the  widow  most  make  her  election. 

30.  There  are,  however,  several  modem  cases,  where  a  devise  Forterr.  Cooke, 

3  Rm  f  r*  ''147 

of  an  annuity  to  a  wife,  either  entirely  or  partly  charged  on  the  French  v.  * 
estates  of  which  she  is  dowable,  together  with  the  gift  of  those  ^q^^'^  ^^ 
estates  to  another,  or  a  devise  of  them  to  trustees,  has  been  held  strahanv. 

1  ,  . ,        .  Sutton,  3  Vet. 

not  to  be  a  satisfaction  of  dower,  but  the  widow  has  been  al-  249.   Greato- 
lowed  to  have  both.  g  Vea.  «^' 

31.  A  bequest  of  the  residue  of  personal  estate  will  not  be  a  bequest  of 

•  1        1  1         ^1  personal  estate 

considered  as  a  bar  to  dower.  Jobber  to  dower 

• 

32.  A  man,  by  his  will,  taking  notice  of  his  wife's  title  to  Ayres  v.  Willis, 
dower,  made  a  provision  for  her  out  of  his  personal  estate  by  way  see  stat.  SAc  4 
of  residue.    This  was  insisted  on  to  be  an  implication  to  bar  ^*9'fo%2^^' 
dower.     Lord  Hardwicke  rejected  the  idea;  because  by  the 

claim  of  dower,  the  wife  did  not  break  in  on  the  will ;  and  this 
was  the  stronger  as  it  was  only  a  residue;  which  accidental 
benefit  he  might  intend  she  should  have,  as  well  as  dower,  (b) 

(6)  [It  is  now  well  settled  that  in  order  to  deprive  a  widow  of  dower  by  patting  her 
to  election  between  it  and  the  provisions  made  by  her  husband's  will,  it  mnst  be  shewn 
that  the  testator  meant  to  exdude  her  from  it,  as  where  there  is  an  inconsistency  be- 
tw«en  her  claim  to  dower  and  the  tastamentaiy  disposition. 

A  pecuniary  legacy,  personal  annuity,  or  other  benefit  merely  afiecting  the  personal  See  Stat.  3  &  4 

assets  of  the  testator  without  any  declaration  that  it  shall  be  in  bar  of  dower,  does  not  ^:^*  ^*  ^^* 

s.  10. 
raise  an  implication  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  exclude  the  widow's  legal 

light,  because  there  is  no  inconsistency  between  it  and  the  bequest.    Strahan  v.  Sutton, 

3  Ves.  249.    Ayres  o.  WUlis,  1  Ves.  sen.  230. 

But  where  the  testator  devises  lands,  or  rents  out  of  lands,  in  which  the  wife  is  lb.  s.  9. 

dowable,  a  presumption  arises  from  that  circumstance,  though  not  of  itself  sufficient,  that 

the  testator  intended  the  testamentary  gift  should  be  in  lieu  of  dower.    Notwithstanding 

aliis,  however,  the  intention  may  yet  be  doubtful,  and  if  so  the  widow  will  not  be  put  to 

lier  election.    The  following  is  a  chronological  list, of  the  principal  cases  of  devises  of 
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real  estate  subject  to  dower  wherein  the  inteatioii  to  exclude  the  wife  was  held  not  nffi- 
dently  apparenL  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  2  Yen.  365.  Lemon  v.  Lemon,  8  Yin.  Ab. 
Dense  P.  366.  pi.  45.  Hitchin  v.  Hitchin,  Pre.  Chan.  133.  Fraach  v.  Dtries,  3  Vo. 
jun.  572.  Brown  v.  Pany,  2  Dick.  685.  Strahao  «•  Sutton,  3  Yes.  249.  Bimiiiig- 
ham  V.  Kirwan,  2  Scho.  and  Lef.  444* 
lb.  s.  9.  '^^  devise  of  the  annual  rents  or  charges  out  of  estates  wheieitt  the  widow  is  dombk 

has  been  considered  such  an  equivocal  raanifestatioa  of  the  testator's  intention,  ss  not  to 
exclude  the  widow,  right  to  dower*  The  cases  upon  this  subject  are  oonfiictiog.  They 
occurred  in  the  fbUowing  order.  Pitts  o.  Snowden,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  292,  note*  Anold  «. 
Kempstead,  2£den,236.Amb.  466.S.C.  Ytlla  Real  v.  Galway,  Amb.  682.  Joees 
V.  Collier,  Amb.  730.  Pearson  o.  Pearson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  292.  Wake  v. Wake,l  Veu 
jun.  335.    Foster  v.  Cook,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  347.    Greatorex  v.  Caiy,  6  Yes.  615. 

Of  these,  Pitts  o.  Snowden,  Pearson  v.  Pearson,  Foster  v.  Cook,  and  Greatorex  v. 
Caiy,  support  the  above  proposition  in  favour  of  the  widow's  claim  to  both  the  dower 
and  testamentary  benefit.  Arnold  v.  Kempstead  is  not  to  be  reconciled  with  Pitts  «. 
Snowden.  Yilla  Real  v.  Galway,  and  Jones  «•  Collier,  negatived  the  widow's  dais 
upon  the  peculiar  wording  of  the  wills,  and  Wake  v.  Wake  was  decided  by  Boiler  J.  oi 
the  authority  of  Jones  v.  Collier,  which  is  no  authority  for  the  general  propositioD  that 
the  annuity  is  of  itself  a  sufficient  bar  to  the  wife's  right. 

The  following  cases  of  devises  of  real  estate  are  instances  wherein  the  inteniioD  to 
exclude  the  widow  has  been  held  suffidenfly  apparent.  Gosling  v.  Warbuitoo,  Cia 
£liz.  128.  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  445.  Birmingham  v.  Kiiwan,  2  Scho. 
and  Lef.  444,  Chalmers  o.  Storil,  2  Yes.  and  Bea.  222.  Roberts  v.  Smith,  1  Sin. 
and  Stu.  613.  Dickson  o.  Robinson,  MS.  Rolls  30th  April,  1822,  sUted  I  Bopet 
Husband  and  Wife,  by  Mr.  Jacob,  580.  Miallt?.  Brain,  4  Mad.  119.  Butcher  t. 
Kemp,  5  Mad.  61.  Reynolds  v.  Torin,  1  Russ.  129.  Roadley  v.  Dixon*  3  Roas.  19%. 
and  see  Coleman  v.  Jones,  3  Russ.  312. 

Testamentaiy  provision  expressly  given  in  lieu  of  dower  and  thirds  out  of  the  real  aod 
personal  estate  of  the  husband,  will  not  preclude  the  widow  from  claiming  her  <&- 
tributive  share  of  her  husband's  eflfects  as  next  of  kin.  Sympson  o.  Homsby,  11  Yinor, 
185.  2  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  439.  2  Yem.  722.  cited  3  Yes.  335.  Pickering  c.  Lord  Stamfbnl, 
2  Yes.  jun.  272.581.  3  ib.  332. 493. 

The  subject  of  the  above  note  is  discussed  and  the  cases  stated  in  detail  by  the  Editor 
in  his  edition  of  Roper's  Legacies,  2  Yol.  530—646.] 
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TITLE  VII. 
JOINTURE. 

CHAP.  I. 
Of  the  Origin  and  Nature  of  Jointure. 

CHAP,   11. 
Where  a  Jointress  is  aided  in  Equity. 

CHAP.  III. 
What  mil  operate  as  a  Bar,  or  Satisfaction  of  a  Jointure. 


CHAP.  L 

Cf  the  Origin  and  Nature  of  Jointures* 

Sect.  1.  Origim  qf  JointwrcM.  I  Sbct.  27.  [EqwtabU  JwiUureM.] 


91.  Who  may  limit  a  Jointwrt. 

85.  Who  may  Uike  a  Jeinhwt. 

86.  itii   vnfimt    ii  barred  by  a 

Jevntwrt, 

40.  [An    Iiifami  not    bmmd   by 

uncertain  orpreearious  Jain- 
tvre.'i 

41.  Nature  qfthiiEHaie. 

48.  [Jointress  may  not  commk 

Waste. 
AS.  Contribution  by  Jointress. 

46.  Jointress  not  entitled  to  Em* 

hlements, 

47.  Not  Liable  to  Croum  Debts,'i 

48.  A   Rent-charge    is    wmaUy 

given  as  a  Jointure, 

49.  Effect  </  the  Eviction  of  a 

Jointure* 


5.  Definition  (if. 

6.  Cireumstances  required. 

7.  Must  commence  on  the  Death 

of  the  Husband* 
9.  And  be  for  the  Life  of  the 

Wife. 
18.  BSust  be  limited  to  the  Wife 

herself. 
IS.  This   Rule  not   admitted  in 

Equity, 

17.  It  must  be  in  Sati^action  of 

her  whole  Dower. 

18.  And    be    so    expressed   or 

averred* 

21.  And  made  brfore  Marriage. 

22.  Jointures   which    require  the 

acceptance  qf  the  Wife. 
25.  Cases  where  the  Widow  takes 
the  Estate  and  Dower, 

Section  I. 

In  consequence  of  two  maxims  of  the  common  law.  First,  that  Sj^^^ 
no  right  can  be  barred  till  it  accrues;  and,  secondly,  that  no  vwiioii'sCase, 
right  or  title  to  an  estate  of  freehold  can  be  barred  by  a  collateral  GUb.  Vw»,  147. 
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satisfaction ;  it  was  found  impossible  to  bar  a  woman  of  dower 
by  any  assurance  of  lands,  either  before  or  during  the  marriage. 
For  a  wife  having  acquired  a  right  to  be  endowed  of  a  third  part 
of  all  her  husband's  lands  at  the  moment  of  her  marriage,  this 
right,  like  all  others,  could  only  be  extinguished  by  a  release; 
and  no  such  release  of  the  wife,  either  before  or  during  the  ma^ 
riage,  would  be  valid.  For,  if  before  the  marrii^,  it  was  no 
bar,  because  at  the  time  of  making  it  the  woman  had  no  title  to 
dower;  and,  therefore,  a  release  from  her  then  would  be  no  bar 

TiL  32.  c.  6.       to  a  right  which  accrued  to  her  after.    If  it  was  made  during  the 

marriage  it  was  absolutely  void,  the  wife  not  being  then  ad 
juris;  and  no  estate  limited  to  the  wife,  during  the  marriage, 
could  bar  her  of  dower,  because  no  right  or  title  to  a  freehold 
estate  can  be  barred  by  a  collateral  satisfaction. 

2.  It  followed  that  every  woman  became  entitled  upon  ber 
marriage  to  one-third  of  all  her  husband's  real  estates,  however 
small  her  fortune  might  be.  Such  an  inequality  induced  many 
persons  to  convey  their  lands  to  uses,  a  widow  not  being  dowable 
of  a  use ;  and  when  this  practice  became  general,  it  was  usual 

3  Rep.  58.  b.  -   on  all  marriages  for  the  parents  of  the  lady  to  procure  thein- 

^      ^'^'         tended  husband  to  take  an  estate  from  his  feoffees  to  uses,  and 

to  limit  it  to  himself  and  his  intended  wife  for  their  lives,  in  joint 
tenancy  or  jointure,  lest  the  wife  should  be  totally  unprovided 
for  at  the  death  of  her  husband. 

Tit.  11.  c.  3.  3.  When  the  Statute  of  Uses  transferred  the  legal  estate  to 

those  who  were  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  lands,  all  women  thai 
married  would  have  become  dowable  of  such  lands  as  had  been 
held  to  the  use  of  their  husbands ;  and  would  also  be  entitled  to 
any  particular  lands  that  were  settled  on  them  in  jointure.  Bat 
as  this  would  have  been  a  manifest  wrong,  the  following  daose 
was  inserted  in  the  Statute  of  Uses : 

8t«27Heii.8.         4.   *'  Whereas  divers  persons  have  purchased  or  have  estate 

made  and  conveyed  of  and  in  divers  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments, unto  them  and  to  their  wives,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the 
husband ;  or  to  the  husband  and  to  the  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of 
their  two  bodies  begotten,  or  to  the  heirs  of  one  of  their  bodies 
begotten ;  or  to  the  husband  and  to  the  wife,  for  term  of  their 
lives,  or  for  term  of  life  of  the  said  wife;  or  where  any  such  estate 
or  purchase  of  any  lands.  See.  hath  been  or  hereafter  shall  k 
made  to  any  husband  and  to  his  wife,  in  manner  and  form  above 


€.10.1.6. 
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exprtesed  ;  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons,  and  to  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  husband  and  wife, 
Of  to  the  use  of  the  wife,  as  is  before  rehearsed,  for  the  jointure 
of  the  wife ;  that  then,  and  in  every  such  case,  every  woman 
married  having  such  jointure  made,  or  hereafter  to  be  made,  shall 
not  claim  nor  have  title  to  have  any  dower  of  the  residue  of  the 
knds,  &c.  that  at  any  time  were  her  said  husband's,  by  whom 
she  hath  any  such  jointure ;  nor  shall  demand  nor  claim  her 
dower,  of  and  against  them  that  have  the  lands  and  inheritances 
of  her  said  husband.  But  if  she  have  no  such  jointure,  then  she 
shall  be  admitted  and  enabled  to  pursue,  have,  and  demand  her 
dower,  by  writ  of  dower,  after  the  due  course  and  order  of  the 
common  laws  of  the  realm.'' 

6.  This  statute  has  given  rise  to  the  modem  jointure,  which  DefinitioDof. 
Lord  Coke  defines  to  be  ''  A  competent  livelihood  of  freehold 


for  the  wife  of  lands  or  tenements.  See.  to  take  effect  presently, 
in  possession  or  profit,  after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  for  the 
life  of  the  wife  at  the  least,  if  she  herself  be  not  the  cause  of  its 
determination  or  forfeiture.'' 

6«  As  this  statute  contradicts  the  common  law,  it  has  always  Circumstanoes 
been  construed  strictly ;  and  Lord  Coke  has  laid  it  down,  that  '^^ 
BO  estate  limited  to  a  woman  shall  be  deemed  a  good  jointure, 
and  a  bar  to  dower,  under  this  act,  unless  it  is  attended  with  the 
following  circumstances. 

7.  And  first  it  must  commence  and  take  effect,  in  possession  l*  Must  com- 

mence  on  the 

or  profit,  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  husband ;  for  other-  death  of  the 
wise  it  will  not  be  so  beneficial  as  dower. 

If,  therefore,  an  estate  is  conveyed  to  the  husband  for  life,  re-  Host*  36.  b. 

.  .  .     '  4  Rep.  2.  a« 

mainder  to  J.  S.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  wife  for  Ufe,  in  satis- 
faction of  dower,  this  is  not  a  jointure  within  the  statute ;  because 
by  the  first  limitation  it  is  not  to  take  effect  in  possession  or 
profit,  presently  after  the  death  of  her  husband.  And  although 
in  this  case  J.  S.  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  still 
it  would  be  no  bar  to  dower. 

8.  So  where  a  person  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  Woodv.Shirley, 
himsdf  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  wife  for  life.    This 

was  held  not  to  be  a  jointure,  because  it  was  to  begin  after  the 
determination  of  an  estate  tail.  And  though  the  estate  deter- 
mined by  the  death  of  the  husband,  without  issue,  so  that  the 
wife's  estate  began  immediately  upon  the  death  of  her  husband. 
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Caruthen  v.  c.   y^t  as  it  was  not  a  good  jointare  at  the  beginningy  whatever 

6  Va.^m.^^'  happened  afterwards  could  not  make  it  good. 

2.Aiuibefor  the       9.  The  sccond  circQDistance  is,  that  it  be  for  the  wife's  life,  or 

WuL^Jb!^    ^^^  ^^^  greater  estate.    So  that  if  an  estate  be  limited  to  a 

woman,  for  the  life  or  lives  of  one  or  more  persons,  or  for  a  hoD- 
dredy  or  a  thousand  years,  if  she  lives  so  long,  it  is  not  a  jointare. 

Anu,  8.4.  3y^  although  the  statute  recites  five  modes  of  limiting  an  e&taie 

in  jointure,  yet  these  are  only  mentioned  as  examples;  and  do 
not  exclude  any  other  estate  consistent  with  the  mtentioa  of 
the  act. 

Dyer  97.  b.  10.  Thus  in  the  Duchess  of  Somerset's  case,  1  Mary,  it  was 

resolved  by  all  the  judges,  that  an  estate  limited  to  a  man  and 
his  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  male  of  their  two  bodies  begotten,  wai 
a  good  jointure  within  the  statute,  though  not  one  of  the  estates 

4  Rep.  2.  a.       mentioned  in  it.     And  in  Vernon's  case  it  was  held  that  an 

estate  limited  to  the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  wife  for 
life,  was  a  good  jointure ;  though  not  one  of  the  estates  men- 
tioned in  the  statute ;  because  it  was  equally  beneficial 

Tit.  Dower,  59.       11.  It  is  said  in  Brooke's  Abridgment  that  an  estate,  limited 

to  a  husband  and  wife  and  their  heirs,  is  not  a  jointure  within 
the  statute,  because  it  is  not  one  of  the  estates  mentioned  in  it 

248.  a.  But  Dyer  contradicts  this  position,  and  proves  that  it  would  be 

^'   *  '       a  good  jointure,  the  words  of  the  act  being,  "  for  term  of  life  or 

otherwise  in  jointure,"  which  word  otherwise  extended  to  all 

other  estates  conveyed  to  the  wife,  which  were  as  beneficial,  or 

more,  as  the  estates  mentioned. 

3.  Must  be  12.  The  third  circumstance  is,  that  the  estate  must  be  limited 

wtfi*^!!^!?*      to  the  wife  herself,  and  not  to  any  other  person  in  trust  for  her. 

1  Inst.  36.  b.      So  that  it  was  formerly  held  that  if  an  estate  was  made  to  othcre 

in  fee  simple,  or  for  the  life  of  the  wife,  in  trust,  so  as  the  estate 
remained  in  them,  though  for  her  benefit,  and  by  her  assent,  yet 
it  was  no  bar  to  dower. 

This  rule  is  not        13.  Mr.  Harcrrave  has  observed  on  this  passasre,  thattbongb 

admitted  in  ,  .  ,  *=*  ,  .     .  r         S   »  "» 

equity.  this  may  be  true  at  law,  yet  it  is  now  settled  that  a  trust  estate 

being  equally  certain  and  beneficial,  as  what  is  required  at  law, 
or  even  an  agreement  to  settle  lands  as  a  jointure,  is  a  good 
equitable  jointure,  and  will  be  a  bar  to  dower. 

Bucks  r.  Dniry.       14.  Thus  in  a  modem  case  it  was  determined  by  the  Honse  of 

3Bro.P.C.492.    x      j       i_  i    ■ 

infra,  p.  195.      Lords,  that  a  covenant  from  the  intended  husband  that  his  bein, 
▼age,2Eq.Ca.   cx^cutors.  Or  administrators,  would  pay  an  annuity  to  his  in- 

Ab.l01.m/ra. 
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tended  wife^  for  her  life,  in  case  she  survived  him,  in  full  for  her 

jointure,  and  in  bar  of  her  dower,  without  expressing  that  it 

should  be  charged  upon  lands,  was  a  good  equitable  jointure,  9  Mod.  219. 

within  the  statute.     Lord  Hardwicke  answered  the  objection  of  4Bro.  C.C. 

its  being,  in  the  husband's  power  to  have  defeated  this  agree* 

ment,  and  sold  or  given  away  his  whole  estate,  by  Lord  Letch*  Ca.  temp. 

mere*s  and  other  cases,  where  the  agreement  rested,  as  here,  '^*^**°*'®^' 

upon  the  husband's  covenant.    And  further,  by  observing  that  infra. 

such  an  alienation  would  have  been  an  eviction  of  the  fund  out 

of  which  the  jointure  was  to  arise,  and  consequently  let  the  wife 

into  dower. 

To  another  objection,  that  the  husband  had  not  bound  himself 
to  do  any  act,  but  only  that  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, should  pay,  &c.  he  answered,  that  the  wife  might,  the 
day  after  the  marriage,  have  brought  a  bill,  by  her  next  friend, 
and  compelled  the  husband  himself  to  settle  the  annuity. 

16.  By  indenture  made  previous  to  a  marriae^e,  the  intended  Williams  v. 
husband  and  wife  assigned  leasehold  estates  for  years  belonging  jqh.  J45. 
to  each  of  them  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  permit  the  husband  to 
receive  the  rents  for  life,  after  his  decease  to  permit  the  wife  to 
receive  the  rents  for  her  life,  in  full  for  her  jointure,  and  in  bar 
of  dower.  The  Court  of  Chancery  held  this  to  be  a  good  equit- 
able jointure. 

16.  In  the  case  of  Tinney  v.  Tinney,  a  sum  of  money  secured  ^if"»»  »•  l^* 
by  bond  to  the  intended  wife  before  the  marriage  was  held  to  be  Eatcourt, 

•  •  1  Oar  "R  20 

a  bar  to  dower.    And  in  a  case  published  by  Mr.  Cox,  where  *    '    * 

the  intended  husband  gave  a  bond  to  the  mother  of  the  intended 

wife,  conditioned  that  he  or  his  heirs  would  settle  500/.  a-year 

in  land  on  her,  in  satisfaction  of  dower ;  Sir  T.  Clarke,  M.  R., 

held  it  a  good  jointure.     From  which  it  appears  that  the  courts  Corbet v.Corbet, 

o  '.  '-,  .  .  /•   ,  ISim.&Stu. 

of  equity  now  consider  any  provision  which  a  woman  accepts  612. 
before  marriage,  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  to  be  a  good  jointure.  ""* 

17.  'V\\e  fourth  circumstance  is,  that  it  be  made  in  satisfaction  4.  It  must  be 
of  the  wife's  whole  dower,  and  not  of  a  part  of  it  only ;  for  land  h^r^^hole  *°''* 
conveyed  to  a  woman  in  part  of  her  jointure,  or  in  satisfaction  jT^^'og  1^ 
of  part  of  her  dower,  is  no  bar,  on  account  of  the  uncertainty. 

18.  T\iQ  fifth  circumstance  is,  that  the  estate  limited  to  the  5.  And  be  $0 
wife  be  expressed,  or  averred  to  be,  in  satisfaction  of  her  whole  tvei^T^^' 
dower.    [And  it  ought  to  be  so  expressed  in  the  instrument 
settling  it ;  or  it  must  appear  by  necessary  implication  from  the 
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oo0teat0  of  the  instniiQeiit.}(a)  But  since  the  statoteit  appevs 
somewhat  doubtful  whether  an  averment  cao  be  adnutted  tkat 
the  proviuon  UMbde  for  a  wife,  preWoua  to  marriage,  was  intended 
as  ft  jotDture,  and  in  bar  of  dower. 

19.  On  a  bill  brought  for  dower,  the  defendant  the  heir  tt 
law,  insisted  that  the  husband  in  bis  lifetime  gave  a  bend  in  the 
penalty  of  1000/.  in  trust  to  secure  to  his  wife  500/.  in  caae  ibe 
sunrived  :  that  it  was  intended  at  the  time  in  lien  of  dower ;  that 
she  tcknowledged  it  to  be  soy  and  offered  to  read  evidence  of  her 
acknowledgment* 

Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion  that  parol  evidence  could  not 
be  allowed  in  this  ease,  being  within  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and 
that  a  general  provision  for  a  wife  was  not  a  bar  of  dower,  unlen 
expressed  to  be  so.  That  in  the  case  of  Vizard  v.  Longdate, 
5  Geo.  1.  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  held  the  words  in  a  bond,  to  secoie 
a  sum  of  money  for  a  woman's  livelihood  and  maintenance,  was 
no  bar  of  dower;  but  that  Lord  Chancellor  King  was  of  opimon 
it  was  a  bar  of  dower,  being  within  the  equity  of  the  statote  of 
Henry  8.  of  jointures,  and  therefore  reversed  the  decree. 

20.  It  is  however  observable,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  sta- 
tute of  frauds  excluding  averments ;  and  it  is  generally  under* 
stood,  that  whatever  averments  might  have  been  made  before 
that  statute,  may  be  made  since.  Now  in  Vernon's  case,  and 
an  anonymous  case,  Owen  33,  it  was  averred  that  the  estate 
limited  to  the  wife,  was  for  her  jointure^  and  in  bar  of  dower; 
and  the  averment  was  allowed. 

21*  The  sirtk  circumstance  is,  that  it  be  made  before  mam* 
age.  For  it  is  enacted  by  the  ninth  section  of  the  statute,  that 
if  any  wife  have  any  manors,  &c.  assured  to  her  after  manitigei 
for  term  of  life  or  otherwise,  in  jointure,  except  the  same  be 
made  by  act  of  parliament,  the  wife  shall  at  her  liberty,  after 
the  death  of  her  husband,  refuse  the  jointure,  and  demand  her 
dower. 

22.  A  jointure,  attended  with  all  the  circumstances  above 
stated,  is  binding  on  the  widow,  and  a  complete  bar  to  her 
claim  of  dower ;  or  rather  prevents  her  title  to  dower  from  ever 
arising.  But  there  are  other  estates  limited  to  a  wife,  which  are 
good  jointures  within  the  statute,  provided  she  accepts  of  thesi 

(a)  [See  Caruthers  v.  Carathers,  4  Bro.  C*  C.  600.    See  also  Gaithshore  v.  CbaliCi 
10  Vea.  1.  20.] 
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after  the  death  of  her  husband  :  though  sh^  is  at  liberj:y  to  re- 
ject them,  and  to  claim  her  dower.  Thiis  an  estate  settled  on 
the  wife  after  marriage  may,  by  the  express  words  of  the  st^tute^ 
be  rejected  by  the  widow  after  her  husband's  death ;  in  which 
case  she  may  claim  her  dower.  But  if  she  once  accepts  of  such  \ 
jointure^  she  is  thereby  bound.  ■ 

23.  An  estate  for  life,  limited  to  a  woman  for  her  jointure, 
upon  condition  to  perform  her  husband's  will,  or  which  is  deter- 
minable by  a  second  marriage,  is  a  jointure  within  the  statute  ; 
provided  the  wife  accepts  of  it,  after  the  death  of  her  husband. 

24.  In  a  writ  of  dower  the  tenant  pleaded  that  the  husband  Veraon'scaie, 
of  the  demandant  was  also  seised  of  lands  in  the  same  county,  Dyer^sn.  a. 
which  he  had  conveyed  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life»  remainder 

to  his  wife  for  life ;  and  averred  that  the  estate  for  life  so  limited 
to  the  demandant  was  for  her  jointure,  and  in  full  satisfaction  of 
her  dower ;  and  that  after  the  death  of  her  husband  she  had  en- 
tered into  the  lands  so  limited  to  her  for  her  jointure,  and  agreed  to 
it.  The  demandant  replied,  and  confessed  the  conveyance  by 
which  she  took  an  estate  for  life ;  but  said  that  the  estate  was 
upon  condition  that  she  should  perform  her  husband's  will ;  and 
demanded  judgment  if  the  tenant  should  be  admitted  to  aver 
that  this  estate  so  limited  to  the  wife,  upon  the  said  condition, 
was  for  the  jointure  of  the  wife,  and  in  satisfaction  of  her  dower; 
upon  which  the  tenant  demurred  in  law.  It  was  resolved  that 
although  the  estate  limited  to  the  wife  was  upon  condition  ;  and 
although  dower,  in  lieu  of  which  the  jointure  was  given,  was  an 
absolute  estate  for  life ;  yet  in  as  much  as  an  estate  for  life  upon 
condition  was  an  estate  for  life,  it  was  within  the  words  and  in- 
tent of  the  act,  if  the  wife,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  ac- 
cepted it ;  therefore  she  was  barred  of  her  dower.  It  was  also 
said,  that  an  estate  limited  to  a  woman  during  her  widowhood 
for  her  jointure,  was  good  within  the  statute,  if  she  accepted  it. 

25.  It  appears  from  the  preceding  cases,  that  there  are  two  Caaes  where  the 
sorts  of  jointures  within  the  statute.     One  which  prevents  the  estate  and 
title  to  dower  from  ever  arising ;  another  which,  when  accepted,  ^^^"^^ 

but  not  before,  becomes  a  bar  to  dower.    Thus  in  Vernon's  case  4  R^p.  2.b. 
It  was  said,  that  if  the  estate  there  limited  to  the  wife  was  not 
within  the  statute,  then  it  was  no  bar  to  dower;  but  the  de- 
mandant should  have  both.    And  Lord  Coke  says,  that  where  1  ^"st.  36.  b. 
the  estate  limited  to  the  wife  does  not  take  effect  immediately 
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on  the  death  of  the  husband,  in  which  case  it  is  not  within  the 
statute^  the  widow  shall  take  such  estate^  and  dower  also. 

26.  [Copyholds  are  not  included  in  the  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  s.  6. 
so  that  a  jointure  of  such  lands  is  not  at  law  a  bar  to  dower  ;(b) 
neither  for  the  same  reason  is  a  jointure  at  law  a  bar  to  the 
widow's  right  to  freebenchXc)  though  it  is  in  equity. 

27.  In  addition  to  the  observations  occurring  in  the  coarse  of 
the  preceding  sections,  upon  the  subject  of  equitable  jointuresi 
some  further  remarks  may  be  offered. 

As  le^al  jointures,  made  before  marriage,  j^f  the  woman  be  of 
age,  will  be  binding  after  the  husband's  death,  so  also  will  equii-_ 
able  jointures  so  made:  And  as  at  law  a  jointure  made  after 
Tvtarriage,  will  not  be  obligatory  upon  the  widow,  after  her  hus- 
band's death,  but  will  depend  for  its  validity  upon  her  accept- 
ance; so  neither,  under  similar  circumstances,  will  equitable 
jointures  be  binding  upon  her,  but  require  her  confirmation. 

28.  A  legal  jointure,  as  before  noticed,  must  commence  in 
possession  and  profit  immediately  after  the  husband's  decease ; 
but  an  equitable  jointure,  made  before  marriage,  the  wife  being 
a  party  to  the  deed  and  adult,  will  be  equally  binding  upon  her, 
though  she  thereby  accept  a  more  uncertain  or  disadvantageoas 
provision  ;  for  by  that  agreement  she  will  be  absolutely  barred 
of  her  common  law  right.((2)  And  notwithstanding  the  proviaon 
be  not  secured  upon  freehold  estate  (e) ;  and  although  the  jointure 
rest  only  on  covenant,  (f) 

29.  But  if  the  provision  be  made^after  marriage,  an  equitable, 
as  well  as  a  legal  jointure,  may  be  accepted  or  rejected  by  the 
widow,  after  her  husband's  death.  But  there  is  this  distinction; 
if  the  provision  be  not  a  legal  jointure  within  the  act,  the  widow 
is  not  at  law  put  to  her  election,  but  will  be  entitled  to  both 
provisions :  in  equity,  however,  the  rule  is  otherwise,  for  in  every 
such  case  the  widow  is  obliged  to  make  her  election  between 
the  equitable  jointure  and  her  legal  right. 

(6)  Gladstone  v.  Ripley,  cited  2  Eden.  59.  60. 

(c)  Walker  r.  Walker,  1  Ves.  sen.  54.    Jordon  v.  Savage.  3  Bac.  Abr.  717.  8vOt 
Edit.    Warde  r.  Warde.  Amb.  299.  S.  C. 

(d)  Caruthers  v.  Caruthers,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  513. 

(e)  Koie  V,  Reynolds.  1  Swan.  446.     Vizard  v.  Longden,  cited  2  Eden.  66.    Lxy 
V.  Anderson  1  Swan.  445.     Gladstone  v.  Ripley,  ubi  tupra, 

(/)  Sidney  r. Sidney,  3  P.Will.  269. 
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30.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  provision  in  bar  of  dower 
should  be  expressly  stated  to  be  in  bar  of  dower ;  it  will  be  suf- 
ficient if  it  can  be  collected  from  the  instrument  that  such  was 
the  intention.]  (g) 

31.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  estate  limited  as  a  jointure  who  may  limit 
should  proceed  immediately  from  the  husband ;  for  if  it  comes     ^  ^ 
through  the  medium  of  trustees,  or  of  the  demandant  in  a  com- 
mon recovery,  it  will  be  good. 

32.  A.  bargained  and  sold  lands  to  I.S. and  I.N.  to  make  Bridge*! case, 
them  tenants  to  the  precipe,  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  com- 
mon recovery,  which  was  duly  had,  to  the  use  of  A.  and  his  wife, 

for  her  jointure.     Resolved,  that  this  was  an  assurance  by  A. 
himself,  for  the  advancement  of  his  wife. 

33.  If  the  estate  proceeds  from  the  father  of  the  husband,  it 
will  be  good. 

34.  The  father  of  the  husband,  in  pursuance  of  articles,  en-  Ashton^s  case* 
feoffed  trustees  before  the  marriage  to  the  use  of  the  intended  wife  Meiie's  case, 
for  hfe;  the  question  was,  whether  this  was  a  good  jointure,  it  cited  4  Co.  4. 
not  being  made  by  the  husband,  nor  of  his  lands.     Held  a  good 
jointure. 

35.  As  a  jointure  is  an  estate  limited  to  a  woman  in  lieu  and  who  may  take  a 
satisfaction  of  dower,  it  follows  that  all  those  who  are  capable  of  J°*°'"'*' 
being  endowed  may  take  a  jointure. 

36.  It  was  formerly  much  doubted  whether  a  jointure,  settled  An  infant  is 
on  an  infant  before  marriage,  was  a  bar  to  dower.     But  it  has  jointure.^  ^ 
been  solemnly  determined  in  the  following  case,  by  the  House 

of  Lords,  with  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  the  judges, 
that  such  a  jointure  is  goed,  and  that  the  infant  cannot  waive 
it  after  her  husHiid's  death,  and  claim  dower. 

37.  Sir  Thomas  Drury,  previous  to  his  marriage  with  Martha  EarlofBucks 
Tyrrell,  who  was  then  an  infant,  by  indenture  made  between  the  3*Bro.Parl. 
said  Sir  Thomas  Drury  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Martha  Tyrrell  C»-^^^- 
of  the  second  part,  and  two  trustees  of  the  third  part,  agreed  that 

the  said  Martha  Tyrrell,  in  case  the  marriage  took  place,  and  she 
survived  her  intended  husband,  should  have  and  enjoy  an  annuity 
of  600/.  during  her  life,  for  and  in  the  name  of  her  jointure :  and 
that  the  same  should  be  accepted  and  taken  by  her  in  full  satis- 
faction and  bar  of  her  dower :  and  Sir  Thomas  Drury  covenanted 

Kg)  Vizard  v.  Longdate,  cited  3  Atk.  8.    1  Ves.  Sen.  55.  2  Eden.  60.    Walker  ik 
Walker,  Belt.  Supp.  to  Ves.  Sen.  p.  43.  and  cases  there  cited.] 
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with  the  trustees  to  pay  the  said  annuity  of  600/.  This  deed  was 
executed  by  Sir  Thomas  Drury  and  Miss  Tyrrell,  in  the  presence 
of  her  guardian,  who  was  a  subscribing  witness  to  it ;  and  the 
marriage  was  soon  after  solemnized,  with  the  privity  and  consent 
of  the  guardian.  Miss  Tyrrell  was  only  entitled  to  a  portion  of 
2000/. 

Sir  Thomas  Drury  died  intestate,  being  seised  in  fee  of  a 
considerable  real  estate,  leaving  two  daughters.  Lady  Drory, 
upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  insisted  that  as  she  was  an  in&nt 
at  the  time  of  executing  the  aforesaid  indenture,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  solemnization  of  her  marriage,  she  was  not  bound  to  accept 
of  the  provision  thereby  made  for  her,  but  was  entitled  to  dower. 
The  two  daughters  of  Sir  Thomas  Drury  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery 
against  Lady  Drury,  praying  that  she  might  be  restrained  from 
claiming  dower. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Lord  Chancellor  Henley,  who  de- 
creed that  Lady  Drury  was  entitled  to  dower. 

On  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  contended  by  the 
appellants,  that,  by  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  no  woman  having  a 
jointure  settled  on  her  before  marriage,  should  claim  or  have  title 
to  dower ;  so  that,  in  all  cases  where  jointures  are  made,  the 
subsequent  marriage,  which  at  common  law  gave  a  title  to  dower, 
after  this  act  gave  no  such  title ;  and  the  jointure  is  made  a 
statutable  provision  for  her,  in  lieu  of  the  provision  at  the  com- 
mon law.    It  does  not,  therefore,  depend  on  the  consent  of  the 
wife,  that  the  jointure  takes  away  the  right  of  dower»  but,  hav- 
ing the  jointure,  she  never  gains  any  title  to  dower.     That  this 
act  gives  no  colour  to  the  constructive  exception  of  infants  in- 
sisted on  by  the  respondent.    The  words  are  general : — *^  Every 
woman  married^  having  jointure  nuule,  snail  not  claim,  nor  have 
title  to  any  dower."    This  includes  infants,  as  well  as  adults ; 
and,  if  the  parliament  had  meant  to  distinguish  between  the  two 
cases,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  except  infants,  in  express 
terms,  and  not  to  have  left  it  to  construction  only ;  for  at  the 
time  of  making  this  law,  there  must  have  been  numerous  in- 
stances of  jointured  infants ;  and  the  single  case  in  which  it  was 
probable  that  the  wife  might  be  injured  by  the  influence  and 
power  of  her  husband,  to  bar  her  of  dower  by  a  jointure,  was  that 
of  a  jointure  after  marriage ;  which  case  is  expressly  provided  for 
by  the  act,  that  the  wife,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  may 
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elect  between  the  two  rights.  But  if  infants  were  not  bound  by 
their  jointures,  no  especial  provision  being  inserted  in  the  sta- 
tute, to  compel  them  to  an  election,  when  the  husband  was 
seised  of  the  legal  estate  in  the  land,  they  would  take  not  only 
their  dower,  but  their  jointure  also,  which  is  contrary  to  the 
whole  spirit  of  the  act  It  was  never  meant  that  any  woman 
should  have  jointure  and  dower  both.  If  infants  had  been  ex- 
cepted, that  exception  would  have  been  to  their  disadvantage,  by 
preventing  their  marriage.  At  that  time,  most  ladies  of  fortune, 
particulariy  landed  fortunes,  were  married  before  they  were  of 
age,  by  reason  of  the  advantage  which  accrued  from  their  mar- 
riage to  the  lords  under  whom  the  tenure  was  derived ;  and,  in 
fact,  women  are  most  frequently  married  under  age.  But  if  they 
could  not  bar  themselves,  during  their  infancy,  from  claiming 
dower,  by  accepting  jointures,  such  marriages  could  not  pru- 
dently be  had  in  families  of  wealth  and  rank.  Dower,  though 
a  just  and  honourable  provision  for  the  wife,  is  a  right  inconve- 
nient to  the  heir,  preventive  of  the  free  use  and  improvement  of 
his  lands ;  and,  in  great  estates,  a  far  more  ample  provision  than 
can  be  in  reason  demanded  or  expected.  The  Legislature,  there- 
fore, intended  that  all  women  capable  of  contracting  marriage, 
should  be  bound  by  jointures  made  before  marriage,  which  are 
presumed  to  be  settled  by  the  advice  of  parents,  guardians,  and 
friends ;  or,  if  made  only  with  their  own  consent,  by  the  husband 
fairly  without  fraud  :  still  it  was  thought  reasonable,  that  she, 
whom  the  law  allowed  to  bind  herself  by  the  marriage,  which  is 
the  principal  contract,  should  be  bound  by  a  provision  which  is 
accessary  to  that  contract,  and  a  condition  of  it :  that,  according 
to  this  construction,  the  opinion  of  the  lawyers  had  been  uniform, 
that  a  jointure  made  before  marriage  upon  an  infant  is  a  bar  of 
dower ;  and,  on  this  presumption,  settlements  had  been  made 
upon  infants  in  many  famiUes  of  this  kingdom.  In  the  various 
instances  of  jointures  made  before  marriage  upon  infants,  none 
could  be  found,  either  in  authority  or  e^iperience,  where  it  has 
been  adjudged,  or  insisted,  or  yielded  in  fact,  that  a  widow  might 
waive  a  jointure  before  marriage,  on  account  of  infancy,  and 
claim  her  dower.  That  the  long  unvaried  practice  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  gives  a  full  sanction  to  this  construction  of  the  sta- 
tute, by  directing,  on  every  application  for  the  marriage  of  an 
infant  female  ward  of  the  Court,  that  a  master  should  see  a  pro- 
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per  settlement  made  on  such  infant  by  way  of  jointure:  wbence, 
it  may  be  presumed,  that  the  Court  always  understood  that  such 
settlement  and  jointure  would  be  effectual  and  binding  in  law  <m 
both  the  parties ;  intending,  at  the  same  time,  to  lend  its  aid 
and  judgment  to  the  infant  ward,  as  her  best  guardian  and 
protector. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  contended,  that,  before  the  statute 
27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.,  no  jointure  made  on  a  woman,  though  of  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  was  binding  or  conclusive  on  her,  bat 
she  might  waive  such  jointure,  and  claim  title  to  a  third  part  of 
the  real  estate  which  her  husband  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to,  in 
fee,  or  in  tail,  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  at  any  time  daring 
the  coverture:   but,  since  that  act,  a  jointure  made  upon  a 
woman  of  full  age,  previous  to  her  marriage,  is  conclusive  upon 
her,  in  case  such  jointure  be  made  of  lands  and  tenements  to 
take  effect  in  possession  or  profit  presently  after  the  decease  of 
her  husband,  and  be  for  the  term  of  her  own  life,  or  a  greater 
estate ;  or  otherwise  she  has  it  in  her  election  to  take  the  jointore 
or  dower ;  and  so,  likewise,,  if  the  jointure  is  made  after  mar- 
riage.   That  it  was  not  to  be  conceived  to  have  been  the  inten- 
tion of  this  act,  that  a  jointure  made  before  marriage  on  a 
woman  under  age,  should  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  her;  as 
the  law  was  then,  and  has  ever  since,  continued  to  be  clear  and 
undoubted,  that  no  conveyance  or  acceptance  of  any  real  estate, 
whether  by  or  under  a  fine,  recovery,  or  other  deed  could,  or  now 
can,  bind  an  infant,  either  male  or  female ;  and  if  the  Legislature 
had  intended  that  an  infant  female  should  be  bound  by  such  a 
jointure  made  upon  her  before  marriage,  care  would  have  been 
taken  that  so  remarkable  an  alteration  of  the  known  law  of  the 
land  should  be  clearly  so  expressed,  especially  as  it  must  be 
agreed  that  this  act  is  not  binding  on  the  husband  of  an  infant 
making  such  jointure,  but  is  absolutely  void ;   and,  when  be 
comes  of  age,  he  may  totally  disavow  the  same.     And  there 
seems  to  be  as  much  reason  to  suppose  that  the  makers  of  this 
act  intended,  if  any  infants  were  to  be  bound  at  all,  that  both 
males  and  females  should  be  equally  so ;  and  the  Legislature 
would  probably  have  made  some  provision,  that  jointures,  made 
by  or  upon  infants,  should  have  been  executed    with  such 
solemnities,  and  under  such  guards  and  cautions,  as  might  have 
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effectoally  prevented  any  fraud  or  imposition,  or  been  otherwise 
injurious  to  infants  executing  the  same.  That,  if  the  doctrine 
of  a  female  being  in  all  events  bound  by  that  statute,  though  an 
infant  of  the  age  of  twelve  years  perhaps,  should  once  clearly  be 
established,  it  might  give  occasion  to  the  practice  of  great  frauds, 
and  be  productive  of  the  greatest  mischiefs  and  inconveniences ; 
for,  in  such  a  case,  a  man  of  a  great  real  estate  might  engage  an 
infant  of  twelve  years  old  to  marry  him,  and,  by  his  settling  of 
any  small  part  of  his  real  estate  on  her,  by  way  of  jointure, 
might  bar  her  out  of  his  estate,  at  the  same  time  that  he,  in 
right  of  such  marriage,  acquired  an  absolute  property  in  all  her 
personal  estate. 

After  bearing  counsel  on  this  appeal,  the  following  question   | 
was  put  to  the  judges : — '^  Whether  a  woman  married  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  having  before  such  marriage  a  jointure 
made  to  her,  in  bar  of  her  dower,  is  thereby  bound,  and  barred 
of  dower  within  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  ?" 

Mr.  Baron  Gould,  Lord  Chief  Baron  Parker,  and  Lord  Chief  rw«SirE.Wii- 
Justice  Pratt,  delivered  their  opinions  in  the  negative.  But  the  177. 
rest  of  the  judges, -namely,  Mr.  Justice  Wilmot,  Mr.  Justice 
Bathurst,  Mr.  Baron  Adams,  and  Mr.  Baron  Smythe,  delivered 
their  opinions  in  the  affirmative.  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord 
Mansfield  also  delivered  their  opinions  in  the  affirmative,  where- 
upon the  decree  was  reversed. 

38.  The  principle  upon  which  this  case  was  deteimined  is 
that  a  jointure  being  a  provisione  viriy  and  not  ex  contractu,  the 
consent  of  the  intended  wife  is  not  a  circumstance  required  by  the 
statute,  to  render  a  jointure  valid.     Lord  Mansfield,  in  delivering  4  Bro.  C.  C. 
his  opinion  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  this  case,  said  that  a  ^^Jn60. 
jointure  was  not  a  contract  for  a  provision,  but  a  provision  made 
by  the  husband,  as  defined  by  Lord  Coke ;  so  the  consequences 
drawn  from  the  infant's  incapacity  of  contracting  were  ill-founded. 
It  is  therefore  now  held  that  the  intended  wife  need  not  be  a 
party  to  the  deed  by  which  the  jointure  is  limited.    And  in  an  Jordan  v. 
opinion  of  the  late  Mr.  Fearne's,  he  says,  "  I  discover  nothing  2*AbrEq."ioi. 
in  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  of  jointures,  that  requires  the  wife 
being  a  party  to  the  deed  which  secures  her  jointure ;  and  some 
of  the  cases  said  to  be  within  that  statute  seem  rather  against 
such  a  conclusion.'' 
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39.  It  is  however  neoeasary,  I  conceive,  that  the  intended  wife, 
or,  where  she  is  under  age,  that  her  gaardians,  (g)  shoaM  ha? e 
notice  of  the  jointure  limited  to  her ;  for  otherwise  she  may  be 
defrauded  by  the  settlement  of  a  jointure  inadequate  to  her  rank 
and  fortune ;  in  which  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  alie 
would  be  relieved  in  equity. 

40.  [If  the  interest  in  the  property  settled  by  way  of  jointnre 
or  the  amount  of  the  property  itself,  be  uncertain  or  precariou, 
of  course  the  infant  will  not  be  bound,  as  under  such  circoin* 
stances  the  jointure  would  not  be  binding  upon  an  adult(A) 

41.  We  have  seen  that  an  estate  in  fee,  in  tail,  or  for  life,  may 
be  limited  to  a  woman  for  her  jointure.  In  case  of  a  limitatioa 
in  fee,  I  conceive  that  a  jointress  would  have  full  ^wer  to  die^ 
pose  of  it  as  she  pleased.  But  where  an  estate  tail  is  limited  to 
a  woman  for  her  jointure,  she  is  piohibited  by  the  statutes 
1 1  Hen.  7.  c.  20.,  (t)  and  32  Hen.  8.  c.  36.  from  alienating 
or  creating  a  discontinuance  of  it  by  feoffment,  fine,  or  re> 
covery. 

42.  Where  lands  are  limited  to  a  woman  for  her  life,  by  way 
of  jointure,  she  is  not  allowed  to  commit  waste ;  and  will  be  re- 
strained from  it  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  same  manner 
as  other  tenants  for  life. 

43.  On  a  motion  to  stay  a  jointress,  tenant  in  tail  after  possi- 
bility, &c.  from  committing  waste ;  the  Court  held,  that  as  she 
was  a  jointress  within  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7.  she  ought  to  be  re- 
strained, being  part  of  the  inheritance,  which  by  the  statute  she 
is  prevented  from  alienating ;  and  therefore  granted  an  injunc- 
tion against  wilful  waste. 

44.  Where  there  is  a  covenant  that  a  jointure  shall  be  of  a  cer- 
tain yearly  value,  though  the  estate  be  not  limited  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  yet  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  restrain 
tbi*  jointress  from  committing  waste,  so  far  as  to  nmke  up  the 
defect  of  the  jointure. 


{g)  [It  does  not  appear  that  the  eoncunence  ef  guardians  is  indispensable  if  the 
jointure  be  in  other  respects  free  from  legal  objections.  Drury  v.  Dniiy,  uhi  mpn, 
Williams  o.  Chitty,  3  Ves.  645^-551. 

(h)  Caruthersv.  Caruthers,  4  Bro.  C.  C.500.  Smith  v.  Smith,5  Ves.  189.  Cmbet 
V.  Corbet,  1  Sim.&  Stu.  612.    5  Rnss.  264. 

(i)  The  above  scatute  11  Hen.  7.  c.  20.  is  repealed,  (except  as  to  lands  in  aetlkment 
before  the  28th  August,  1833,)  by  the  recent  statute  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoreiies, 
3  &  4  WiU.  4.  c.  74.  ss.  16, 17.] 


] 
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46.  Where  the  jointress  and  the  issae  claim  under  the  same  Contribution, 
settlement,  they  shall  contribute  proporticmably  in  the  discharge  Cammer,  ' 
of  any  prior  incumbrance  on  the  estate.  ^      °'  ^^' 

46.  A  jointress  is  not  entitled  to  the  crops  sown  at  the  time  of  Not  entitled  to 
her  husband's  death ;  because  a  jointure  is  not  a  continuance  of  Fialwr«.Focbes, 
the  estate  of  the  husband,  like  dower.  ^  Vin.  Ab.  373- 

47.  It  appears  from  a  passage  in  Jenkins  (A;)  that  an  estate  Notli&bleto 
limited  to  a  woman  by  way  of  jointure  is  not  liable  to  dd)t8  due  ^"*^  **^ 
to  the  crown. 

48.  The  inconveniences  attending  a  limitation,  of  land  by  way  A  rent  char|;e 
of  jointure  are  so  numerous,  that  it  has  long  become  a  general  H  a  jointure.^ 
practice  to  limit  a  rent  charge  to  the  intended  wife,  for  her  life, 

as  a  jointure,  to  commence  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  with 
powers  of  distress  and  entry,  and  a  term  for  years,  for  further 
securing  the  payment  of  it,  which  has  been  found  by  experience 
to  be  much  more  Convenient  both  to  the  widow  and  to  the  heir ; 
as  a  more  certain  income  is  thereby  provided  for  the  former,  and 
the  latter  continues  in  the  possession  and  management  of  the 
whole  estate. 

49.  There  is  a  proviso  in  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  s.  7.  Effect  of  the 

,  •  n  eviction  of  a 

**  That  if  any  such  woman  be  lawfully  expulsed  or  evicted  from  jointure. 
her  said  jointure,  or  from  any  part  thereof,  without  any  fraud  or 
covin,  by  lawful  entry,  or  by  discontinuance  of  her  husband ; 
then  every  such  woman  shall  be  endowed  of  as  much  of  the  re* 
sidue  of  her  husband's  tenements  or  hereditaments,  whereof  she 
was  before  dowable,  as  the  same  lands  and  tenements  so  evicted 
and  expulsed  shall  amount  or  extend  unto." 

50.  A  person,  in  consideration  of  a  marriage  before  had,  cove-  Genroye's  caie, 
nanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  and  wife,  during 

their  natural  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  longest  liver.  The  lands 
were  evicted  during  the  life  of  the  husband  ;  it  was  held,  that 
the  eviction  during  the  coverture  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
wife  to  a  recompence,  though  she  had  accepted  the  residue  of 
the  jointure  after  the  death  of  her  husband. 

51.  A  jointure  was  settled  before  marriage;  the  husband,  Maunsfieid*» 
during  the  coverture,  purchased  other  lands,  sold  them  again,  33"^'  q^  3! ' 
and  died.    The  jointure  lands  were  evicted  ;  held,  that  the  wife 

should  have  dower  of  the  lands  which  were  purchased,  and 
aliened  by  her  husband,  at  the  time  when  she  was  barred  of  her 
action  for  dower. 

(k)  Page  226. 
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^^^Y^'      ^^*  1^**  "S***  ^^  ^^^  widow  upon  eTiction  is  the  same,  whc- 

^7.' Bewd  ».     thor  the  jointure  is  before  or  after  marriage. 

1  Vera.  427.  53.  The  effect  of  eviction  is  to  remit  her  to  her  dower  pro 

tanto :  if  the  value  of  the  dower  be  greater  than  that  of  the 

lSiiD.,&Sttt.     jointure,  she  can  recover  only  the  amount  of  the  latter;  andif 
'  the  jointure  be  greater,  she  can  only  recover  to  the  amouDtof 

1  Vera.  427.       her  dower ;  and  she  will  only  be  entitled  to  bold  the  lands  reco-  ^ 

1  VeB!jiiD.'45i!  ^®i^  during  life,  though  the  jointure  might  have  been  setUed 

4  Co.  3.  b.         in  fee  or  in  tail. 

64.  But  if  the  jointure  were  settled  before  marriage,  and  the 
wife,  being  adult,  relinquishes  her  dower ;  in  case  of  eviction 
she  would,  in  equity,  be  precluded  from  claiming  it  against  a 

SimiMon  v.         purchaser  of  other  lands  of  the  husband  not  charged  with  the 

Gatteridge,  .   .    ^ 

1  Mad.  m.     jomture. 

2  Eden,  68.  ^5,  The  consequences  of  eviction  of  equitable  jointure  seem 

1  Va.  kn .'4^.'  ^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^  *®  ^^  *^  ^®^  legal.    The  widow  also  in  case  of 
Beard  0.  eviction  may  avail  herself  of  any  remedies  she  may  have  agaioBt 

mtpra    '  her  husband's  assets  by  covenant  or  otherwise.] 


203 


CHAP.  II. 


Where  a  Jointress  is  aided  in  Equity, 


SscT.  1.  A  JmirtsB  i$  deemed  a  Pmt- 
chaser* 
4.  Though  the  SeitlemefU  be  v»- 
epud. 

7.  Relieved  agtAut  a  vobmiary 

Cemteffmiee* 

8.  [Netagainii  a  boni  fide  Pwr- 

ehuer  without  notice. 
0.  Relieved  where  a  Power   to 
Joiniwre   drfectmdif    exer- 
cmd.'] 


Sect.  10.  And    againsl    a    eatisfled 

11.  Not  bound  by  neglect  during 

the  Coverture. 
14.  Nor  to  deUver  Title  Deeds. 

17.  Sowuiimes  tdlowed  Interest 

for  Arrears. 

18.  Effect  qf  a  Covenant   that 

the  Lands  are  iff  a  certain 
Valme. 


Section  I. 

A  Jointress  is  considered  in  equity  as  a  purchaser  for  valuable  A  jointreisU 
consideration,  even  though  she  brought  her  husband  no  for-  cSser.  *^'*'* 
tune;  marriage  alone  being  deemed  a  valuable  consideration^ 
from  which  it  follows  that  a  jointress  is  entitled  to  the  aid  and 
assistance  of  a  court  of  equity  ;  so  that  wherever  there  appears 
to  have  been  an  agreement  to  settle  a  jointure,  a  specific  per- 
formance of  it  will  be  decreed. 

2.  A  man  agreed,  by  articles,  to  settle  certain  lands  before  Haynerv. 
marriage,  on  his  intended  wife,  for  her  jointure.    The  marriage  i^^.'343. 
took  effect,  but  the  husband  died  before  any  settlement  was  S®''*"JJ''' 
made ;  the  wife  brought  her  bill  for  an  execution  of  the  articles.  2  P.  Will.  222. 
It  was  contended,  that  as  the  agreement  was  to  make  a  settle- 
ment before  marriage,  and  as  the  plaintiff  married  without  re- 
quiring such  settlement,  it  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  articles, 

and  a  release  in  law ;  an  execution  of  them  was  however  de- 
oreed. 

3.  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said,  that  in  marriage  contracts,  where  l  Aik.  440. 
tiie  fortune  of  the  wife  is  paid  to  the  father,  or  to  clear  incum- 
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Though  the 
settlement  be 
unequal. 


Whitfield  V. 
Taylor, 
Show.  Pari. 
Ca.20. 


Wicherly  v, 

Wicherly, 

2  P.  Wms.  619. 

Primer. 
Stebbiog, 
infra,  c.  3, 
s.  11. 
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braDceSy  or  to'  the  son ;  and  the  father  and  son  are  parties  to  the 
marriage  contract ;  the  wife  has  a  lien  upon  both  the  estate  of 
the  father,  and  that  of  the  son. 

4.  Although  a  settlement  be  very  unequal*  and  much  in 
favour  of  the  wife,  yet  a  court  of  equity  will  not  relieve  against 
i^ ;  because  it  cannot  put  the  wife  into  her  former  situation. 

5.  A.»  upon  treaty  of  marriage  with  M.  the  daughter  ofB., 
was  to  settle  500/.  a-year  upon  her,  and  to  have  69OOO/.  portion. 
But  B.  insisting  that  if  A.  should  die  without  issue,  his  daugh- 
ter should  have  the  inheritance  of  the  jointure,  that  was  refused. 
Afterwards  A.  renewed  the  treaty  himself,  accepted  of  articles  foe 
payment  of  6,000/.,  and  settled  a  jointure  of  £00/.  a-year.    He 
likewise  made  another  deed  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage  of  all 
his  estate,  as  well  the  reversion  of  the  jointure,  as  the  rest,  for 
securing  the  payment  of  6,000/.  to  her,  in  case  A.  died  without 
issue.     A.  died  in  a  fortnight  after  the  marriage,  without  issue. 
M.  by  bill  prayed  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.    The  defend- 
ants, though  they  exhibited  their  bill  for  relief  against  this  as  a 
fraud,  were  decreed  to  pay  the  6,000/.  without  interest. 

Upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  argued  that  A. 
was  a  sickly  and  weak  man,  that  the  agreement  was  unieason- 
able,  that  A.  on  his  deathbed  declared  he  had  made  no  sndi 
agreement,  and  that  M.,  being  present,  did  not  contradict  it 
To  which  it  was  answered,  that  all  bargains  were  not  to  be  set 
aside,  because  not  such  as  the  wisest  people  would  make :  hot 
there  must  be  fraud  to  make  their  acts  void.    That  the  marriage 
was  of  itself  a  good  consideration  for  a  jointure  ;  and  reasonahk 
or  unreasonable  was  not  always  the  question  in  equity,  if  each 
party  was  acquainted  with  the  whole,  and  meant  what  they  did: 
much  less  was  it  sufficient  to  say  that  it  was  unreasonable,  as  it 
happened  in  event.     For  if  at  the  time  it  was  a  tolerable  ba^ 
gain  ;  nay,  if  at  the  time,  the  bargain  was  the  meaning  of  the 
parties,  and  each  knew  what  was  done,  and  there  was  no  deceit 
upon  either,  it  must  stand.    The  decree  was  affirmed* 

6.  A  person  brought  a  bill  to  be  relieved  against  a  jointare, 
maile  previous  to,  and  in  consideration  of  marriage*  by  a  tenant 
for  life,  in  pursuance  of  a  power,  he  being  then  upon  his  death- 
bed. Lord  Parker,  assisted  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Pratt  and  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  denied  relief. 
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7.  A  jointress  will  be  relieved  in  equity,  as  also  at  law^  against  Relieved 

a  prior  voluntary  conveyance;   because,  as  has  been  already  S^'l^'nvey.'''^ 
stated,  she  is  considered  as  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consider-  *°^®* 
ation.     And  by  a  statute  which  will  be  stated  in  a  subsequent 
Title,  all  voluntary  conveyances  are  declared   fraudulent  and  Tit.  32.  r.  28. 
void  as  against  such  purchasers. 

8.  [But  equity  will  not  decree  the  performance  of  an  agree-  Bat  not  against 
meut  to  settle  a  jointure  upon  the  wife  against  a  bonajide  pur-  chaser  mth<nu' 
chaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice ;  because  he  °^f  ^'  ^„,  ,^ 

'  '  2Vern.271J599. 

has  equal  equity  with  herself,  and  has  obtained  the  legal  interest  2P.wiu.  681. 

:«^  *u         A.  d.  ^  Atk.  671. 

m  the  estate.  2  Bro.  c.  c.  66. 

9.  Where  a  power  to  jointure  is  defectively  executed.  Courts  Defective  eze- 
of  Equity  will  relieve  the  jointress,  by  supplying  the  defects  in  to  joinuwe^''*" 
the  execution ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  intent  to  execute  '^^^^^' 

the  power  be  by  letter,  memorandum,  will, articles, or  covenant,  (a) 

But  if  the  intent  to  execute  the  power  be  uncertain.  Courts  of  Jackson  v.  j. 
Equity  will  not  interfere ;  since  evidence  of  such  intention,  is  as  EiiicJ^Heie, ' 
necessary  in  the  defective,  as  it  is  in  the  regular  execution  of  a  20^0  ^8 

power.]  29.87. 

10.  A  Court  of  Equity  will  also  set  aside  a  satisfied  term  And  against  a 
for  years  in  favour  of  a  jointress,  though  it  will  not  do  so  in  ^' 
favour  of  a  dowress,  the  reason  of  which  will  be  stated  in  a  sub-  Tit.  12.  c.  3. 
sequent  title.  **     ' 

11.  The  neglect  of  a  married  woman  during  coverture  will  not  Not  bound  by 
affect  her  rights ;  and  a  Court  of  Equity  will  notwithstanding  ^coverturef 
assist  her,  in  case  her  jointure  proves  deficient 

12.  The  plaintiff's  husband  after  marriage  entered  into  a  Beard  0. 
voluntary  bond   to  settle  a  jointure;  and  accordingly  settled  ivern.427. 
lands,  upon  which  the  bond  was  delivered  up.    The  husband 

died,  and  the  jointress  was  evicted.  It  was  .resolved  that  the 
jointure  should  be  made  good  out  of  the  personal  estate,  unless 
the  plaintiff  recovered  dower ;  for  this  agreement,  though  volun- 
tary, ought  to  be  decreed  by  the  Court.  And  the  delivery  up  of 
the  bond  by  a  feme  covert  could  no  way  bind  her  interest. 

13.  A  person  made  a  settlement  on  his  son  for  life,  remainder  Fotheigiii  v. 
to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  power  to  appoint  any  of  1  AbT£q.'222. 

(a)  [ToUet  v.  ToUet,  2  P.  Will.  490.  Sergeson  v.  Sealey,  2  Atk.  415.  Wade  v. 
Paget,  1  Bid.  C.  C.  363.  2  Ball  &  B.  44.  Coventiy  v.  C.  2  P.  Will.  222.  Vernon 
V.  Vernon,  Amb.  I.] 
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Nor  to  deliver 

up  title  deeds. 

lowenv* 

Davys, 

1  Vera.  479. 


tujmi  p.  107. 
and  note. 


Lomax  v.  — 
Sel.  Ca.  in 
Cha.  4. 


Leech  o. 
Trollop, 
2  Yes.  662. 


Sometimes  al- 
lowed interest 
for  anears. 
Anon.  2  Yes. 
261.  see 
2  Yes.  Jan.  167. 
Tew  V.  Win- 
terton,  1  Yes. 
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the  lands^  not  exceeding  100/.  a  year,  to  any  wife  he  sboold 
marry,  for  a  jointure.    The  father  died,  the  son  married,  and 
after  marriage,  appointed  certain  lands  to  trustees,  in  trast  for 
his  wife,  for  a  jointure ;  and  covenanted,  that  if  they  were  not 
of  the  value  of  100/.  a-year,  he  would,  upon  request  made  to  him 
any  time  during  his  life,  make  them  up  out  of  the  other  lands. 
The  husband  lived  several  years ;  no  complaint  was  made  that 
the  lands  were  not  of  that  value,  nor  any  request  to  make  it  ap. 
On  a  bill  brought  by  the  widow  to  have  the  jointure  made  up 
100/.  Lord  Keeper  Wright  said,  that  a  provision  for  a  wife,  or 
children,  was  not  to  be  considered  as  a  voluntary  covenant;  and 
therefore  decreed  the  deficiency  to  be  made  up,  notwithstanding 
the  wife's  neglect  in  not  requesting  it  during  the  coverture;  for 
the  laches  of  a  feme  covert  could  not  be  imputed  to  her. 

14.  If  a  bill  is  brought  by  an  heir  at  law,  or  any  other  person, 
against  a  jointress,  whereby  the  party  would  avoid  the  jointure, 
under  pretence  that  his  ancestor  had  not  a  suflScient  title  to  make 
it :  and  seeks  a  discovery  of  deeds  and  writings,  whereby  he 
would  avoid  the  title  of  the  jointress ;  he  will  not  be  allowed  to 
have  such  discovery,  though  the  jointure  be  made  after  marriage, 
unless  he  by  his  bill  submits  to  confirm  the  title  of  the  jointress; 
and  then  he  shall. 

16.  On  a  motion  that  all  deeds,  leases,  and  writings,  relating 
to  the  inheritance,  should  be  delivered  up,  on  confirming  a  join- 
ture ;  it  was  opposed  as  to  the  leases,  because  without  them  the 
jointress  could  not  recover  the  rents;  and  though  the  leases 
should  be  expired,  there  might  be  arrears  of  rent,  and  covenants. 
The  Court  ordered  all  deeds  and  writings,  and  expired  leaaesi 
to  be  delivered  up ;  unless  particular  reasons  were  shewn  to  the 
contrary. 

16.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  oblige  a  widow  to  produce 
the  deed  under  which  she  claims  her  jointure,  on  the  bare  offer 
of  confirming  it ;  but  it  must  be  absolutely  confiimed. 

17.  Interest  is  not  in  general  allowed  for  arrears  of  a  join- 
ture :  but  the  Court  will  expect  a  special  case  to  be  made  for  that 
purpose,  (b) 

{b}  [See  Lord  Redesdale's  observation  apon  this  subject  in  Andenon  v  Dw^t 
1  Scho.  &  Uf.  303.] 
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18.  If  a  husband  covenants  that  the  lands  limited  in  jointure  £0ectofaoo- 
areof  a  certain  yearly  value,  and  they  afterwards  prove  deficient,  Sfn^areof  a** 
the  covenant  will  be  decreed  to  be  performed  in  specie.    And  certain  yalue. 
although  such  a  covenant  be  inserted  in  articles  only,  and  not 

in  the  settlement  made  in  pursuance  of  them^  yet  it  will  be  con- 
sidered as  subsisting  in  equity. 

19.  A  jointress  brought  her  bill  to  have  an  account  of  the  real  Hedges  t;. 
and  personal  estate  of  her  late  husband ;  and  to  have  satisfaction  ^^^^  £q,  xa. 
for  'a  defect  of  value  of  her  jointure  lands ;  which  he  had  cove- 
nanted to  be,  and  to  continue,  of  a  certain  yearly  value.    The 

^  defendant  insisted  that  this  was  a  covenant  which  sounded  only 
in  damages,  and  was  therefore  properly  determinable  at  law. 
Though  it  was  admitted  that  a  court  of  equity  cannot  regularly 
assess  damages,  yet  it  was  determined  that  in  this  case  a  master 
might  properly  inquire  into  the  amount  of  the  defect,  and  re- 
port it  to  the  Court,  which  might  send  it  to  be  tried  at  law,  upon 
a  quantum  danmificat\ 

20.  Where  lands  settled  for  a  jointure  are  covenanted  to  be  f  **»  »• 

^  Harvey, 

of  a  certain  clear  yearly  value,  and  after  the  death  of  the  husbdnd  2  Ab.  £q.  241. 

.  .  4Bro  Pari 

they  prove  deficient,  the  jointress  is  entitled  to  have  the  defi-  ca.  604. 
ciency  made  good,  out  of  the  other  lands ;  and  to  come  in  ais  a  ]^'^^*'* 
specialty  creditor,  upon  the  husband's  estate,  for  the  arrears  of  4  Bro.  ParL 
the  deficiency,  with  interest 

21.  Where,  in  marriage  articles,  the  lands  agreed  to  be  limited  o  A?Ea^27^' 
in  jointure  are  expressed,  but  not  covenanted,  to  be  of  a  certain  4  Bio.  Pari. 
yearly  value,  and  afterwards  prove  deficient ;  this  amounts  to  an  Probert  v.  Mor- 
agreement  that  they  were  of  that  value ;  and  is  a  suflicient  foun-  ^^*^  ^^'  *^* 
dation  for  making  up  the  deficiency. 
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CHAP.  III. 


What  will  operate  as  a  Bar  or  Satisfaction  of  a-  Jointure. 


Sect.  I.  Fime  or  Rec&very  hy  the  Wife. 
S.  NotbarredhyAttmmderitftke 

Huabmtd. 
4.  Nar  by  Elopement  <^  the  Wife. 
7.  A  DevUe  is  »o  Bar  toJomture. 


Sect.  IS.  UnUi»  to  expretted^  wkem 
the  Widow  hoM  am  EUc 
turn. 
16.  A  DetfUe  mmetimet  kOd  « 
Satirfactiom. 


Section  I. 


3  &  4  WUl.  4. 
c74. 


Fine  or  recovery  Where  a  jointurc  is  settled  on  a  woman  l>efore  marriage^  pur- 
^  suant  to  the  statute,  it  so  far  resembles  dower,  that  it  cannot  be 

defeated  by  the  alienation  of  the  husband  alone,  or  be  charged 
with  any  incumbrance  Icreated  byhim,  after  the  marrii^e.  Bat  if  a 
wife,  [before  the  late  statute  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveriesXa)] 
joined  with  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine,  or  suffering  a  conmuMi 
recovery,  of  the  lands  settled  on  her  as  her  jointure,  or  oat  of 
which  the  jointure  was  to  issue,  she  would  be  thereby  barred  of 
such  jointure,  upon  the  same  principle  as  that  by  which  a  fine  or 
recovery  would  bar  her  of  dower. 

2.  If  the  jointure  whereof  the  wife  levied  a  fine  or  suffered  a  re- 
covery, were  made  before  marriage,  the  wife  would  then  be 
barred,  not  only  of  the  jointure,  but  also  of  her  claim  to  dower. 
But  if  the  jointure  were  made  after  marriage,  a  fine  or  recovery 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  of  such  jointure,  would  not  bar  the 
wife  of  her  right  to  dower.  For  in  the  first  case,  the  jointure 
having  been  made  before  marriage  was  not  waivable;  whereas 
in  the  second  case  it  was  waivable,  and  the  time  of  her  election 
came  not  till  after  the  death  of  her  husband ;  so  that  she  might 
claim  her  dower  in  the  rest  of  his  lands. 


Tit.  6.  c.  4. 
S.14. 

1  InsL  37  a. 
Dyer»  358  b. 


Ant^,  c.  1. 


(a)  This  act  does  not  extend  to  Iieland  except  where  expressly  mentiooed. 
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3.  A  jointure  is  in  several  cases  more  favonred  in  law  than  Notbanedby 
dower ;  for  although  the  husband  commit  treason  or  felony,  yet  the  husband, 
his  widow  will  be  entitled  to  her  jointure.     But  if  the  widow  be  i^d^^Ja*" 
attainted  of  either  of  these  crimes,  she  will  lose  her  jointure.  54  G.  3.  c.  145. 

4.  A  jointure  is  not  barred  or  forfeited  by  the  elopement  of  Norbyelopc- 
the  wife  from  her  husband,  and  her  living  in  adultery,  nor  will  wife. 
these  acts  even  preclude  her  from  obtaining  relief  in  equity. 

6.  A  woman  brought  a  bill  against  her  husband,  for  a  specific  Sidney  v. 
performance  of  her  marriage  articles,  whereby  he  had  agreed  that  3  p.  Wm8.269 
a  jointure  should  be  settled  on  her.    The  defendant  answered 
that  the  plaintiff  had  withdrawn  herself  from  him,  lived  separ- 
ately, and  very  much  misbehaved  herself.     It  was  proved  that 
the  plaintiff  did  elope  from  her  husband,  and  went  with  another 
man  to  a  cottage  about  three  miles  from  her  husband's  house ; 
since  which  there  had  been  no  pretence  of  a  reconciliation.    So  Tit.  6.  c.  4. 
that  this  was  a  bar  of  dower  at  common  law ;  therefore  equity 
ought  not  to  assist  such  a  woman. 

Lord  Talbot  observed,  that  the  fact  of  adultery  was  not  put  in 
issue,  the  accusation  being  only  general  and  uncertain.  But  the 
articles  being  that  the  husband  should  settle  such  and  such 
lands  in  certainty  upon  his  wife,  for  her  jointure,  this  was  pretty 
much  in  the  nature  of  an  actual  and  Vested  jointure ;  as  what 
was  covenanted  for  a  good  consideration  to  be  done,  was  in  most 
respects  considered  in  equity  as  actually  done;  consequently 
this  was  a  jointure,  and  not  forfeitable,  either  for  adultery  or 
elopement.  The  reason  why  a  wife  forfeited  her  dower  by  an 
elopement  with  an  adulterer,  and  yet  the  husband  did  not,  by 
leaving  his  wife,  and  living  with  another  woman,  forfeit  his  estate 
by  the  curtesy,  was,  because  the  statute  of  Westminster  2. 
does  by  express  words  create  a  forfeiture  in  the  one  case,  and 
not  in  the  other.  Decreed  that  the  husband  should  perform  the 
articles. 

6.  In  a  modem  case,  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  trustees,  Blount  v. 
praying  a  performance  of  marriage  articles,  the  husband  resisted,  3  p°wiiu.277. 
so  far  as  the  articles  made  a  provision  for  the  wife ;  alleging  and 
proving  that  she  lived  separate  from  him,  in  adultery. 

Lord  Thurlow  was  of  opinion  that  this  was  not  a  reason  for  See  alao  Sea- 
non-performance  of  the  articles,  as  to  the  wife.    Decreed  ac-  |rave,''i3  v^es. 
cordingly.  ^^^'  *^''* 

VOL.  1.  p 
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A  dsvise  is  no  7.  The  principles  laid  down  in  the  preceding  title  as  to  the 
Xj  J5,^^4.  effect  of  devises  in  barring  dower,  have  been  adopted  with  re- 
**-  ^^A^  "^   spect  to  jointures.    So  that  a  general  devise  of  other  lands,  or  of 

personal  property,  by  a  hosband  to  his  wife,  [would  not,  befoie 

the  kte  statute  for  amending  the  law  of  dower,]  operate  as  a  bar 

to  jointure,  settled  on  the  wife ;  either  before  or  after  marriage,  (s) 

Giofeo.Hook,        8.  Upon  the  proposal  of  a  marriage  betweoi  Sir  Hde  Hook, 

Qu  59^*''*       who  was  then  only  seventeen  years  of  age,  and  Esther,  the 

daughter  of  Edward  UnderhiU,  Esq.  certain  articles  were  en- 
tered into  by  Mr.  Undarhill  and  Mr.  Thompson,  who  was  Sir 
Hele's  guardian,  and  one  of  his  father's  executors,  whereby 
Underbill  covenanted  to  pay  lOOO/.  on  the  day  of  marriage :  and 
if  Sir  Hele  should,  within  six  months  after  he  attained  his  age 
of  twenty-one,  settle  lands  c£  inheritance  of  BOOL  per  atumm  in 
Warwickshire,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
said  Esther,  his  intended  wife,  for  her  life,  in  lieu  of  dower^  re> 
mainder  to  their  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  remainder  to 
the  right  heirs  of  Sir  Hele,  that  then  Underbill  would  pay  Sir 
Hele  the  further  sum  of  3000/.,  and  would  also  convey  a  bim  in 
Worcestershire,  and  several  houses  in  London  of  the  yearly  value 
of  220i!,,  to  certain  uses  therein  mentioned. 

The  marriage  was  soon  afterwards  had ;  and  when  Sir  Qde 
came  of  age.  he,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  rdease.  dated  in 
1687,  conveyed  all  the  said  manors  and  lands  in  Norfolk,  War- 
wick, and  Gloucester,  to  trustees,  to  the  following  uses :  viz. 
As  to  Shelford  and  other  particular  parts  of  the  premises,  to  the 
use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  dame  Esther  for  life',  for  her 
jointure,  and  in  bar  of  dower ;  remainder  to  their  first  and  oihtf 
.  sons  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  Sir  Hele  in  fee.    Mr.  Underbill 
at  the  same  time  executed  a  conveyance  of  the  Worcestershiie 
estate  and  houses  in  London  to  the  uses  of  the  articles ;  and  abo 
paid  Sir  Hele  the  3000/.  in  performance  of  the  covenant.    The 
yearly  value  of  the  lands  so  settled  on  dame  Esther  for  her  join- 
ture was  783/.,  which  was  considerably  more  than  what  was  sti- 
pulated for  by  the  articles.    Some  years  after,  Sijc  Hele,  looking 
over  his  father's  settlements  and  will,  discovered  that  the  de- 
mesnes of  Shelford,  part  of  his  lady's  joiature«  were  settled  v^oa 
lus  mother,  who  was  then  living.    He  was  also  advised  that  in 

(e)  [But  ai  regvds  dower  in  respect  of  devises  of  real  estate  to  the  widov,  Ae  hew 
is  now  altered.    See  Hat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  105.  ss.  9,  10.  supra,  p.  16^,  iwie. 
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case  of  bift  death  without  issae,  the  whole  of  his  lady's  jointure 
might  become  Yoid,  and  therefore  he,  by  a  deed  poIU  dated 
)706»  in  pursuance  of  a  power  reserved  to  him  in  a  settlement 
made  by  his  father,  appointed  certain  lands  of  about  240/.  per 
anmtm,  to  the  use  of  dame  Esther  for  life,  as  an  additional  join- 
ture ;  but  expressly  declared  the  same  to  be  in  recompence  of 
all  deficiencies  either  in  title  or  value,  of  any  estate  on  her 
before  settled,  or  agreed  to  be  settled,  jn  consideration  of  their 
marriage. 

In  1709  Sir  Hole  made  his  will,  and  thereby  gave  his  wife  a 
legacy  of  4000/.  and  all  his  money,  plate,  jewels,  household 
stuff,  and  other  goods  and  furniture ;  he  also  devised  to  her  se- 
veral houses  and  lands  of  the  yearly  value  of  200/.  and  upwards, 
for  her  life ;  and  appointed  her  and  one  Orove  executors,  and 
residuary  legatees. 

In  1782  Sir  Hele  died  without  issue ;  and  not  having  suffered 
a  recovery  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1687,  his 
sisters  became  entitled  thereto,  under  a  settlement  made  by  their 
fother;  so  thkt  dame  Esther  was  defeated  of  her  jointure. 
Whereupon  she  exhibited  her  bill  in  Chancery  against  Sir  Hele's 
sisters  and  executor,  in  order  to  compel  them  either  to  confirm 
her  jointure,  or  to  assign  her  dower  by  way  of  recompence  out  of 
all  the  lands  whereof  Sir  Hele  was  seised  in  fee  simple,  or  fee 
tail,  during  the  coverture;  accoixling  to  the  proviso  of  the  statute 
37.Henry8.  c  10. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer,  insisted  upon  their  title  to 
the  premises  by  virtue  of  a  settlement  made  by  their  father,  and 
also  insisted  that  the  additional  jointure  limited  to  her,  and  the 
other  lands  and  legacies  given  her  by  Sir  Hele's  will,  which 
were  above  double  the  value  of  her  jomture,  were  intended  and 
ought,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  be  deemed  a  full  recompence  for 
her  jointure.  The  defendants  also  exhibited  a  cross  bill  against 
dame  Esther,  for  a  dtsoovery  of  the  settlements  and  wills  in  her 
Custody ;  of  the  value  of  the  lands  settled  on  her  by  the  second 
jointnre ;  and  of  the  several  estates  and  legacies  given  her  by  Sir 
Hete's  will;  to  which  she,  by  her  answer,  admitted  that  the 
value  of  the  lands  comprised  in  her  second  jointure,  was  233/. 
per  annum,  besides  the  woods ;  and  that  the  peouniai^  and  spe^ 
cifie  legacies  giv«i  her  by  the  will  amounted  to  6,400/.  and 
upwards ;  but  insisted,  that  in  case  the  original  jointure  should 

p  2 
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be  defective,  she  waa  entitled  to  dower,  under  the  statate 
27  Hen.  8. 

Both  these  causes  were  heard  before  Lord  Harcourt  in  1713, 
who  declared  that  the  settlement  made  by  Sir  Hele  Hook  upon 
dame  Esther  in  1687,  becoming  void  by  the  death  of  Sir  Hele 
without  issue,  she  ought  to  have  a  jointure  made  good  to  her, 
,  according  to  the  articles  made  on  her  marriage.    And  therefore 
decreed^  that  the  defendants,  the  heirs  at  law  of  Sir  Hele, 
should  convey  to  dame  Esther  for  her  jointure,  during  her  life, 
out  of  the  estate  whereof  Sir  Hele  was  seised  in  fee  or  fee  tail, 
lands  of  the  value  of  600/.  per  amitim ;  which  lands  so  to  be 
settled  were  to  be  above  and  besides  the  premises  limited  and 
appointed  to  her  by  the  deed  of  1706 ;  the  premises  devised  to 
her  by  Sir  Hele's  will ;  and  those  particular  premises  which  she 
claimed  by  virtue  of  her  marriage  articles,  and  the  conveyances 
made  by  her  father  in  pursuance  thereof. 

From  this  decree  the  defendants  appealed  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  insisting  that  the  respondent  was  not  entitled  to  a  specific 
execution  of  her  marriage  articles ;  nor  to  have  her  jointure  of 
600/.  per  annum  made  good  to  her,  by  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity :  for  she  had  received  a  very  ample  recompence  and  sati«r 
faction  for  the  same,  by  the  lands  limited  to  her  by  the  deed  of 
1706,  which  were  expressly  declared  to  be  in  recompence  of  all 
deficiencies,  either  in  title  or  value,  of  any  of  the  lands  before 
settled  or  agreed  to  be  settled  upon  her,  in  consideration  of  the 
marriage ;  and  also  by  the  other  lands,  estates,  and  money  lega- 
cies given  by  Sir  Hele's  will.    And  if  the  600/.  per  annum,  should 
likewise  be  made  good  to  her,  she  would  have,  in  land  and 
houses,  double  the  value  of  her  intended  jointure,  besides  the 
4000/.  in  money,  and  the  specific  legacies.  That  if  the  respondent 
ought  to  be  considered  as  a  creditor  in  a  court  of  equity,  because 
of  the  breach  of  covenant  in  the  marriage  articles  ;  and  if  the 
estate  of  the  appellants  ought  to  be  subjected  in  equity  to  make 
good  such  breach ;  yet  she  ought  not  to  take  what  was  settled 
upon  her  by  the  deed  of  1 706,  and  what  was  given  her  by  her 
husband's  will,  merely  as  a  gift  or  bounty ;  and  at  the  same  time 
insist  upon  a  satisfaction  for  breach  of  the  covenant ;  for  a  volun- 
tary gift  or  legacy  which  surmounts  the  value  of  a  debt,  ought 
to  be  taken  as  a  satisfaction  of  such  debt,  unless  where  there  is 
an  express  declaration  to  the  contrary. 
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On  the  otber  side^  it  was  argued,  that  the  respondent's  mar- 
riage portion,  agreed  upon  by  the  articles,  amounted  in  money 
and  lands  to  6000/*,  for  which  it  was  thereby  agreed  she  should 
have  500/.  per  annum  for  her  jointure.    And  though,  in  respect 
of  her  father's  bounty  and  kindness  after  the  marriage,  Sir  Hele 
was  pleased,  when  he  came  of  age,  to  settle  an  estate  for  her 
jointure  which  amounted  to  783/.  per  annum^  yet  the  decree  had 
given  recompence  for  no  more  than  500/.  per  annum.    That  Sir 
Hele  never  apprehended  or  imagined  that  there  was  any  defect 
of  title,  by  reason  of  the  want  of  a  common  recovery ;  for  if  he 
had,  he  could  easily  have  supplied  that  defect :  but  it  was  plain 
be  thought  a  fine  sufficient ;  which  fine  was  accordingly  levied 
at  the  time  of  his  making  the  second  jointure :  and  neither  the 
respondent  or  her  father,  or  those  concerned  for  her,  had  ever 
any  notice  of  the  title  of  the  appellants  in  the  lifetime  of  Sir 
Hele.    That  besides  the  respondent's  marriage  portion  of  6000/., 
Sir  Hele  received  by  the  death  of  her  father  and  mother  to  the 
value  of  1000/.  more.    Besides  which,  the  respondent  had  freely 
given  him  the  inheritance  of  her  father's  real  estate,  which  she. 
was  solely  entitled  to ;  and  also  the  remainder  of  his  leasehold 
estate :  and  therefore  it  was  but  reasonable  that  she  should  have 
the  benefit  of  the  law  respecting  her  additional  jointure  of  233/^ 
per  annum:  especially  since  Sir  Hele  intended  her  upon  the  first 
settlement  783/.  per  annum,  which  by  the  decree  was  reduced  to 
600/.  per  annum.    That  the  legacies  and  bequests  in  his  will 
were  intended  by  him  as  a  bounty,  and  not  in  satisfaction  for  the 
defect  of  her  jointure,  which  he  knew  nothing  of;  and  therefore 
considering  he  had  so  great  a  fortune  with  the  respondent,  it  was 
hoped,  that  what  he  had  so  left  her  would  be  thought  no  unrea- 
sonable bounty ;  especially  since  he  had  left  the  appellants  and 
their  issue  the  reversion  of  all  his  estate  of  inheritance  after  the 
respondent's  death,  part  of  which  came  to  him  by  the  respondent 
And  as  the  whole  of  the  jointure  settled  upon  her  would  by 
virtue  of  the  fine  have  been  good,  in  case  he  had  not  died  with- 
out issue,  there  could  be  no  reason  why  a  less  jointure  should  not 
be  made  good  against  collateral  heirs.    The  decree  was  affirmed. 

9.  A  man  on  his  marriage  gave  a  bond  to  a  trustee  in  the  Eastwood  o. 
penalty  of  4,000/.,  conditioned  that  if  he,  at  any  time  within  2  3p^Wms.6i3. 
fonr  months,  should  settle  and  assure  on  his  wife  freehold  lands 
of  the  yearly  value  of  100/.,  then  the  bond  to  be  void.    The  hus* 
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band  aoon  after  the  marriage  made  his  will,  devising  thereby 
freehold  and  copyhold  lands,  lying  intermixed  in  Norfolk,  to  hit 
loving  wife  and  heir  heirs ;  and  died  within  four  months  after 
her  marriage. 

Master  of  the  Rolls — *'  As  money  and  lands  are  things  of  a 
different  nature,  the  one  shall  not  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  the 
other.  Whatever  is  given  by  a  will  is  prima  facie  to  be  intended 
a  bounty  and  benevolence ;  and  it  is  remarkable  that  in  the  pre* 
sent  case  the  devise  is  to  his  loving  wife,  which  is  a  term  of  affec- 
tion. The  devise  of  such  of  the  land  as  is  copyhold  cannot  pos* 
sibly  be  towards  satisfaction  of  the  100/.  per  annum,  which  was 
to  be  freehold  :  nay,  supposing  the  whole  88/.  per  annum  were 
freehold,  it  would  not  go  towards  satisfaction  of  the  1002.  per 
annum;  not  being  so  expressed.  And  supposing  there  were 
assets  to  pay  all  the  bond  debts,  and  likewise  the  charges  kid  by 
the  will  on  the  land,  in  such  case  the  SSL  per  annum  should  be 
enjoyed  as  a  bounty  and  benevolence.'' 
Probert  v.  10.  A  father  and  son,  upon  the  marriage  of  the  son,  covenanted 

CiiSoid.  ^^^^  ^^®  lands  settled  on  the  son's  wife,  for  her  jointure,  were 

1  Atk.  440.       worth  300i  per  annum.    The  son  gave  by  his  will  a  legacy  of 

1,000/.  to  his  wife.  On  a  bill  brought  by  the  wife  to  have  a  de* 
ficiency  in  her  jointure  supplied  out  of  the  assets  of  her  husband 
and  of  his  father,  and  also  for  the  legacy  of  1,000/.,  Lord  Hard* 
wicke  held  that  the  legacy  of  1 ,000/.  given  by  the  will  ought  not 
to  be  considered  in  this  case  as  a  satisfaction  for  the  deficiency 
of  her  jointure,  because  that  did  not  arise  till  after  his  death, 
and  therefore  could  not  at  the  time  be  in  his  consideration ;  and 
as  the  jointure  lands  were  covenanted  by  the  marrii^  settlement 
to  be  worth  so  much,  clear  of  all  reprises,  the  testator  plainly 
intended  the  1,000/.  as  a  bounty  for  her. 
p^^^  ^  11.  John  Sheppard  having  by  his  marriage  articles  covenanted 

StebUng.  that  the  lands  settled  on  his  wife  were  of  the  annual  value  of 

1,600/.  above  all  incumbrances,  made  his  will  in  these  words :  ^  I 
do  hereby  ratify  and  confirm  my  marriage  articles ;  and  I  do 
also  give  to  my  wife  the  lands  in  A.  B.  for  life."  The  wife  and 
her  second  husband  brought  a  bill  to  have  a  deficiency  in  her 
jointure  lands  supplied^  which  was  not  disputed:  but  it  was 
insisted  thi^t  the  lands  devised  should  be  taken  instead  thereof. 

Lord  Haidwicke  said — "  If  a  husband  upon  his  marriage^  in 
consideration  of  a  disparity  of  years,  or  any  other  personal 


3  Vet.  409. 
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I,  will  make  a  very  large  settlemeot ;  the  parties  claim- 
ing under  it,  whether  wife  or  children,  are  entitled  to  have  it 
carried  into  execution,  according  to  the  intent.    The  defendants 
<k>  not  dispute  but  that,  notwithstanding  the  largeness  of  the 
settlement,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  any  deficiency  of 
jointure,  on  the  foot  of  the  covenant,  supplied  and  made  good ; 
but  insist  that  the  Court  ought  to  consider,  and  according  to  the 
rules  established,  to  allow  the  lands  devised  to  be  either  a  satis- 
faction or  performance,  or  at  least  a  part  performance  of  this 
contract ;  and  to  go  so  fiir  as  they  may,  in  point  of  value,  to 
make  up  the  deficiency.    If  the  Court  can  in  any  case  do  that, 
they  ought  in  this.    But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  allowed  in  tliis 
case,  I  diould  make  a  precedent  not  agreeable  to  the  rules 
estaUished,  and  which  might  be  of  ill  consequence  and  inconve- 
nience in  other  cases;  the  same  rule  of  justice  must  therefore 
prevail  in  this  as  in  others.    The  husband  was  bound  by  his 
contract  to  make  the  jointure  then  settled  to  the  value  of  1,600/. 
a-year :  this  was  therefore  what  she  had  a  right  to  as  a  pur- 
chaser; and  whatever  arose  from  thence  was  her  own  estate, 
which  she  was  entitled  to  as  a  debt  from  her  husband  to  her. 
Then  to  consider  what  he  has  done  by  his  will.    In  the  very 
first  ckuise  he  seems  anxious  for,  and  to  take  care  of  her;  there^ 
fore  it  cannot  be  imagined  that  he  intended  to  prejudice  her. 
The  husband's  covenant  that  these  lands  are  of  such  an  annual 
value  does  amount  to  a  covenant  on  his  part  to  settle  and  make 
good  to  that  extent,  in  case  of  deficiency,  fi)r  she  might  have 
damages ;  therefore  it  has  been  argued,  that  when  the  husband  by 
his  will  has  given  lands  of  the  same,  or  in  part  of  the  value,  that 
is  so  far  a  performance  of  his  covenant ;  for  that  he  has,  by  that 
act,  so  far  made  it  up.    It  is  compared  to  cases  where  a  husband 
covenants  to  settle  on  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage,  and  lets 
lands  descend  to  him  in  fee,  which  is  a  performance  so  far :  and 
where  a  husband  covenants,  and  dies  intestate ;  which  was  held 
a  leaving  to  his  wife  so  much,  because  whether  left  by  will,  or 
to  go  by  the  rules  of  law,  it  was  the  same,  and  a  performance, 
and  indeed  a  strict  performance.    So  where  lands  descended  to 
an  heir  at  law,  who  claimed,  in  place  of  his  ancestor,  a  sum  of 
money  to  be  laid  out  in  land.    But  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
differs  from  all  the  cases  that  have  been  of  that  kind.    It  has 
been  considered  whether  this  is  to  be  taken  as  a  question  of 
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satisfaction  or  of  performance,  and  possibly  it  may  be  more  pro- 
perly considered  as  a  question  of  performance,  or  part  perfornh 
ance :  but  in  my  opinion  this  is  not  strictly  any  of  those  cases. 
It  is  a  question  of  construction  of  a  will,  and  intent  of  the  hus- 
band therein.    All  the  above  mentioned  cases  have  been  of  iio- 
plied  satisfaction,  or  presumed  performance,  where  the  huBband 
or  father  has  done  nothing ;  as  in  suffering  the  lands  to  descend, 
without  any  declaration  what  way  he  intended  they  should  go. 
The  Court  was  there  to  consider  from  circumstances,  whether 
there  was  ground  to  imply  or  infer  a  part  performance,  the 
person  having  said  nothing :  but  here  is  a  will  made,  and  there- 
fore the  question  is  upon  the  construction  of  that  will,  and  the 
intent  to  be  put  upon  that  construction ;  and  he  could  not  in- 
tend to  give  these  lands  thereby  as  a  satisfaction  for  what  she 
was  in  strictness  of  law  entitled  to,  under  the  articles;  hot 
clearly  as  an  accumulated  bounty,  over  and  above.    It  is  the 
same  as  if  he  had  repeated  every  iota  in  these  articles,  and  said* 
I  also  give  her  such  lands.    An  inquiry  must  therefore  be  di- 
rected of  the  deficiency  of  the  jointure ;  and  whatever  it  is,  must 
be  made  good,  out  of  the  estate  of  John  Sheppard.'* 
Brougfatonv.  12.  Sir  B.  Broughton,  by  articles  previous  to  and  in  conside- 

TBrofparl.       lotion  of  his  marriage  with  Miss  Hill,  covenanted  thatincon- 
Ca.  461.  sideration  of  the  said  marriage,  and  of  10,000i,  her  marriage 

portion,  he  would  convey  certain  lands  in  the  county  of  Chester 
to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  and  to  secure  an  annuity 
of  IfiOOL  to  Miss  Hill  for  her  jointure,  and  in  bar  of  dower; 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail ;  remainder  to  his 
own  right  heirs.  The  marriage  took  effect,  and  Sir  B.  Brough- 
ton  received  the  10,000/.  portion  :  but  no  settlement  was  ever 
executed  pursuant  to  the  articles.  Sir  B.  Broughton  having 
sold  a  large  estate  in  Lincolnshire  for  27,000/.  and  having  con- 
tracted for  the  purchase  of  several  considerable  estates  in  Hamp- 
shire, by  his  will  gave  to  Lady  Broughton  a  leasehold  house  in 
London,  in  which  he  resided,  with  all  the  furniture  thereof;  and 
also  devised  to  her  and  her  heirs  all  the  estates  in  Hampshire  for 
the  purchase  of  which  he  had  contracted,  or  in  lieu  thereof  the 
whole  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  his  estates  in  Lincolnshire. 
He  then  devised  his  estates  in  Cheshire,  which  were  liable  to 
the  jointure,  to  trustees,  to  the  intent  that  C.  Shrimpton  should 
receive  thereout  an  annuity  of  20/.,  and  subject  thereto^  to  the 
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use  of  Sir  Thomas  BroughtoOy  his  heir  at  law,  for  life^  remainder 
to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male»  remainder  over. 

Upon  the  death  of  Sir  B.  Broughton,  Lady  Broughton  enter- 
ed on  the  estate  thus  devised  to  her ;  and  the  heir  at  law  having 
•  refused  to  pay  her  jointure^  she  filed  a  bill,  praying  a  specific 
execution  of  her  marriage  articles^  so  far  as  related  to  her  join- 
ture ;  to  which  the  heir  at  law  put  in  his  answer  insisting  that 
what  was  given  by  the  will  to  Lady  Broughton,  was  in  satisfac- 
tion for  what  she  was  entitled  to  under  the  articles ;  and  that 
she  could  not  have  both  provisions. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Lord  Bathurst,  who  decreed  that 
Lady  Broughton  was  entitled  to  have  her  jointure  agreeable  to 
the  articles. 

From  this  decree  an   appeal  was  brought  in  the  House  of 
Lords  by  Sir  Thomas  Broughton ;  and  on  behalf  of  the  appellant         * 
it  was  argued,  that  though  a  devise,  when  considered  by  itself, 
may  carry  with  it  the  presumption  of  an  intended  bounty,  yet 
when  a  testator  has  covenanted  by  articles  to  make  a  provision 
for  his  wife  and  children,  such  a  presumption  is  liable  to  be  con- 
trolled by  a  still  stronger  presumption,  that  he  intended  the  de- 
vise as  a  satisfaction  for  the  performance  of  those  articles ;  and 
especially  where  the  devise  was  so  great  in  value,  as  to  include 
both  a  satisfaction  and  a  bounty.    This  general  presumption, 
that  where  two  provisions  were  made  for  a  wife  or  a  child,  the 
testator  intended  the  one  to  be  a  satisfaction  for  the  other 
{which  general  presumption  was  grounded  on  the  known  custom 
of  the  realm,  to  give  the  bulk  of  the  family  estate  to  the  eldest 
son  or  heir  at  law,  with  competent  provisions  for  the  wife  and 
younger  children),  was  peculiarly  strong  in  this  case,  where, 
from  the  heavy  charges  already  laid  on  the  family  estate,  the 
only  brother  and  heir  would  be  unable  to  maintain  the  ancient 
credit  and  figure  of  the  family.    That  the  lands  alone  devised 
by  the  will  were  of  much  greater  value  than  the  rent-charge 
claimed  under  the  articles  ;  and  thereby  all  objections  were  ob- 
viated which  might  have  arisen  from  the  provision  under  the 
will  not  being  of  the  same  nature  with  that  under  the  articles. 
That  from  the  testator's  having  omitted  any  mention  of  the  arti- 
cles, although  they  must  have  been  present  to  his  memory,  while 
he  was  securing  another  rent-charge  to  O.  Shrimpton,  and  from 
the  manner  in  which  he  devised  those  estates  to  the  appellant, 
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subject  to  the  rent-Ksharge,  a  strong  presumptioii  arose,  that  be 
considered  the  devise  and  bequests  to  his  widow,  as  an  ample 
sattsfaciioa  for  the  articles.  Lastly,  that  the  devise  of  the  estate 
to  Sir  Thomas  for  life,  was  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  the 
rent-charge  under  the  articles ;  inasmuch  as  Sir  Thomas,  from 
the  nature  of  his  interest,  was  incapable  of  making  any  legal 
conveyance  of  the  rent-charge  so  claimed. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  every  devise  orbe- 
quest  in  a  will,  prima  facie  imports  a  bounty ;  and,  therefore,  in 
•   order  to  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  consider  the  bequests  in  this 
will  in  favour  of  the  lady,  as  a  satisfaction  for  her  jointore  of 
1,000/.  per  annum,  or  as  a  performance  of  the  marriage  articles 
entered  into  by  Sir  Bryan,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  appeUants 
lo  shew  that  it  was  the  testator's  intention,  when  he  made  his 
will,  to  give  her  a  satisfaction  by  that  will  for  or  in  lieu  of  her 
jointure ;  or  to  perform  the  marriage  articles  on  his  part.    And 
such  intention  must  appear,  either  firom  the  express  words  of  the 
wiU,  or  the  clear  and  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  appear* 
ing  upon  the  &ce  of  it ;  or  be  drawn  by  necessary  impUcatioo 
I     Uierefiom :  but  no  such  intention  appeared  in  any  part  of  Sir 
I     Bryan's  will ;  rather  the  contrary.     In  order  to  make  a  devise  or 
bequest  a  satisfaction  for  a  collateral  demand,  or  perfonnauce  of 
a  prior  contract,  it  must  be  ^u$dem  generisy  and  not  land  for 
money,  or  money  for  land ;  or  must  at  least  be  of  such  certain 
and  known  value  and  estimation,  and  so  far  of  the  same  natore 
with  the  thing  to  be  satisfied  therewith,  as  to  appear  indisputably 
to  be  equivalent  or  superior,  not  only  in  gross  value,  but  in  an* 
nual  income,  to  the  debt  or  demand,  or  thing  to  be  performed: 
but  none  of  these  circumstances  attended  the  devises  or  bequests 
which  in  the  present  case  were  contended  to  be  a  satisfaction  fti 
the  respondent's  jointure,  or  a  performance  of  Sir  Bryan's  mar* 
riage  articles.    That  the  annuity  of  1 ,000/.  intended  to  be  settled 
on  her  by  those  articles,  was  intended  to  be  a  jointure  for  her, 
and  declared  to  be  in  bar  or  satisfaction  of  dower,  and  th^efors 
ought,  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  as  well   as   law,    to  be  ood* 
sidered  as  coming  in  tiie  place  of  dower,  and  having  the  same 
privileges,  force,  and  effect,  as  a  right  of  dower,  and  nather 
courts  of  law  or  equity  admitted  an  averment  of  a  colbiteial 
satisfaction  for  dower.     That  Sir  Bryan  not  having  obtained 
any  conveyance  of  the  Hampshire  estates,  or  paid  the  pat- 
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chase  money  for  them  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  could  not 
devise  to  the  respondent  the  legal  interest  therein ;  and  therefore 
the  devise  to  her  was  in  fact  a  devise  of  the  right  to  complete 
the  purchase,  and  a  gift  of  mere  personal  estate,  or  so  much 
money  as  he  had  agreed  to  give  for  the  purchase  of  the  Hamp- 
shire  estate,  and  appeared  to  be  so  considered  by  him  from  the 
penning  of  his  will :  but  a  bequest  of  personal  estate  oouU  not 
be  averred  to  be,  or  considered  as  a  satisfaction  for  a  jointure 
in  lands,  or  a  rent  charge  upon  a  real  estate.    That  in  order  to 
make  Sir  Bryan's  will  a  performance  of  his  marriage  articles,  it 
must  appear  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  at  all  events,  a  complete  and 
full  performance  thereof,  and  to  have  been  so  intended  by  him : 
but  the  very  reverse  appeared ;  for  the  devise  of  the  Cheshire 
estate  in  his  will  must  have  been  considered  by  him  as  subject 
to  the  articles,  or  springing  out  of  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee 
reserved  to  him  by  those  articles*    And  if  he  had  had  any  son 
by  his  lady,  such  son,  as  well  as  the  mother,  would  have  been 
entitled  to  call  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  articles ;  and  the 
will  could  not  be  set  up  as  a  satis&ction  thereof  against  the  son, 
nor  could  such  son  have  insisted  that  the  devises  and  bequests 
in  the  will  to  his  mother  were  a  performance  of  the  articles,  so 
far  as  related  to  her ;  nor  if  a  conveyance  and  setdement  of  the 
estate  had  been  actually  made  and  executed,  pursuant  to  the 
articles,  could  any  person  entitled  under  that  settlement  have  set 
up  such  devises  and  bequests  to  the  respondent,  in  Sir  Bryan's  ^ 
^ill,  as  a  discharge  or  satisfaction  of  her  incumbrance  or  rent 
chai^  upon  his  estate.    That  if  Sir  Bryan  had  intended  to  de- 
vise his  Cheshire  estate  to  his  brother,  and  the  other  devisees  in 
remainder,  discharged  from  his  lady's  jointure,  he  would  most 
probably  have  expressly  declared  such  intention  by  his  will;  as 
it  appeared  from  many  circumstances,  that  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will  he  had  not  forgot,  but  well  remembered,  that  he  had  be- 
fore settled  such  a  jointure  on  her ;  and  his  bequeathing  her  his 
house  in  Brook-street,  and  his  plate,  furniture,  horses,  and  car- 
riages, proved  his  intention  that  she  should,  after  his  death,  live 
in  a  manner,  and  at  an  expence,  suitable  to  her  rank  aa  his 
widow ;  and,  therefore,  he  must  have  intended,  by  the  devise  in 
question,  to  increase  her  jointure,  in  order  to  answer  that  pur- 
pose.   The  decree  was  affirmed,  (d) 

(d)  [Upon  lh«  subject  of  performaDce  and  sa,tiil«ctMm  of  Um  huiband't  cowimiC  to 
settle  lands  in  jointure,  see  a  mora  det^uled  discussion  in  Roper's  Husband,  and  Wile* 
Vol.  I.  p.'  509.  Jacob's  edit.] 
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13.  But  where  a  freehold  estate  was  devised  to  a  woman 
expressly  for  her  jointore,  and  in  bar  and  satisfaction  of  ^  ym- 
ture  settled  on  her,  either  before  or  after  marriage ;  in  sach  case 
the  widow  could  not  have  both,  for  that  would  contradict  ihe 
will ;  but  she  roust  make  her  election. 

14.  Robert   Pitt,  by  articles  in  consideration  of  marriage, 
agreed  to  lay  out  10,000/.  in  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be  settled 
to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  Harriet,  his  intended  wife,  for  her  life, 
for  her  jointure.  The  marriage  took  place ;  afterwards,  the  fathei 
of  R.  Pitt  gave  him  an  estate  for  life,  with  power  to  grant  a  rent 
chaise  of  400/.  a  year  to  any  woman  he  should  marry,  for  ha 
jointure.     In  pursuance  of  this  power,  Robert  Pitt  granted  a  rent 
charge  of  400/.  a  year  to  his  wife,  to  commence  after  his  decease, 
in  satisfaction  of  part  of  her  jointure.    Three  days  after,  he  coor 
veyed  a  leasehold  estate  of  200/.  a  year  in  trust  for  his  wife; 
and  by  his  will  he  confirmed  the  grant  of  the  rent  charge, 
and  the  conveyance  of  the  leasehold  settled  on  his  wife,  by 
way  of  addition  or  augmentation,  and  in  full  compensation  of 
her  jointure. 

It  was  held,  that  this  was  a  satisfaction  of  the  jointure  pro- 
vided by  the  articles,  according  to  the  intention  of  Robert  Pitt-, 
that  the  plaintiff  should  make  her  election,  whether  to  hate 
the  rent  charge  of  400/.  and  the  leasehold,  or  the  10,000/.  laid 
out  in  lands. 

15.  Although  a  devise  be  not  expressly  mentioned  to  be  in  bar 
of  a  jointure,  yet  if  it  should  appear,  from  any  circumstances  ia 
the  will,  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  sach  de- 
vise was  meant  as  a  satisfaction  for  the  jointure:  a  Court  of 
Equity  would,  I  presume,  reason  by  analogy  fronoi  the  cases  in 
which  a  devise  has  been  held  a  satisfaction  for  dower,  and  com- 
pel the  jointress  to  make  her  election. 

16.  There  is  one  case  where  there  was  a  deficiency  in  a  join- 
ture, and  the  husband  having  devised  lands  to  the  jointreBs  far 
her  life,  and  also  a  sum  of  money,  such  devise  and  bequest  were 
held  to  be  a  satisfaction  for  the  deficiency  of  the  jointure. 

17.  Lord  Montague,  on  the  marrie^e  of  his  son  Francis, 
settled  estates  to  the  use  of  the  lady  for  her  life,  for  her  jointare; 
the  lands  so  settled  were  covenanted  to  be  of  the  yearly  value  of 
1,000/.  After  the  death  of  Lord  Montague,  the  honour  and 
estate  descended  to  Francis,  who  devised  other  lands  of  abont 
600/.  a  year  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  together  with  a  legacy  of 
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600/.y  and  part  of  his  household  goods ;  afterwards  Francis  Lord 
M.  being  minded  to  make  some  further  provision  for  his  lady, 
revoked  the  uses  of  some  part  of  his  estates,  and  limited  the 
same  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  raise  10,000/.  for  her.  By  a  codicil 
he  devised  to  her  an  annuity  of  600/.  a  year  during  her  life. — 
Upon  his  death  his  widow  brought  her  bill  in  Chancery,  to  have 
a  deficiency  in  her  jointure  made  up.  Lord  Cowper  declared 
that  the  legacies,  which  were  admitted  to  be  of  greater  value 
than  the  deficiency  in  the  jointure,  ought  to  be  taken  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  breach  of  covenant. 

18.  It  is  observable  that  this  case  was  prior  to  that  of  Prime  Anu,  s.  li. 
V,  Stebbing,  and  is  not  reooncileable  to  it.  The  decree  appears 
to  have  been  made  upon  the  ground  that  Francis  Lord  M.  was 
a  very  weak  man,  and  under  the  influence  of  his  wife.  For 
upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  ordered  that 
the  Court  of  Chancery  should  direct  an  issue  to  try  whether 
Lord  M.  was  sane  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  co- 
dicil ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  that  he  was  not  of  sound  mind 
then,  (e) 

(«)  [Upon  the  subject  of  satisfaction  of  debts  by  testamentaiy  benefits,  see  the 
Editor's  edition  of  Roper's  Legacies,  1828,  Vol.  II.  ch.  17.  ss.  1,  2.] 
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Section  I. 

Esutesfen  '      HAVING  treated  of  the  different  freehold  estates,  we  now  cook 
than  freehold.      ^^  consider  of  those  estates  or  interests  in  land  that  are  less  than 

freehold;  of  which  there  are  four  sorts : — 1.  Estates  for  yeais. 

2.  Estates  at  will.    3.  Tenancies  from  year  to  year.    4.  Estates 

at  sufferance. 
Origin  of  2.  It  has  been  stated  that,  after  the  Conquest,  the  demesnes 

estatcB  for  ©f  the  lords  of  manors  were  generally  cultivated  by  their  til- 

It.  c.  3.      leins,  to  whom  small  portions  of  lands  were  allotted  for  toaf 

support  and  maintenance,  to  be  held  at  the  mere  will  of  the 


jeais. 
Diaiei 
M.  52,  53. 
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krd.  But  as  to  those  persons  whose  condition  was  free^  it  be- 
came customary  to  grant  them  lands  for  a  certain  number  of 
years,  to  be  held  in  consideration  of  a  return  of  com,  hay,  or 
other  portion  of  their  crops ;  by  which  they  acquired  a  certain 
interest  in  their  lands,  though  much  inferior  to  an  estate  of  free- 
hold. Thus  Bracton  says, — Poterit  emm  qnu  terramalicui  amr  27.  a. 
cedere  ad  termmum  armorum,  et  ille  eandem  infra  terminum  ilium 
akeri  dare.    And  a  tenant  for  years  was  called  Firmariut. 

3.  This  estate  is  thus  described  by  Littleton,  —  **  Tenant  for  Deicription  oC 
term  of  years  is,  where  a  man  letteth  lands  or  tenements  to 

another  for  term  of  certain  years,  after  the  number  of  years  that  is 
accorded  between  the  lessw  and  the  lessee,  and  the  lessee  entereth 
by  force  of  the  lease,  then  is  he  tenant  for  years."  And  if  an 
agreement  be  made  for  the  possession  of  lands  for  half  a  year^  7d.i.  67. 
or  a  quarter,  or  any  less  time,  the  lessee  is  considered  as  tenant 
for  years,  and  is  so  stiled  in  all  legal  proceedings ;  a  year 
being  the  shortest  period  of  which  the  law  will  in  this  case  take 
notice. 

4.  Where  an  estate  is  limited  to  a  person  for  twenty-one  years,  i  lost.  45.  b. 
if  J.  S.  shall  so  long  live,  it  is  an  estate  for  years  only  ;  not  an 

estate  for  the  life  of  J.  S.»  because  there  is  a  fixed  period,  be* 
yond  which  it  cannot  last. 

6.  Where  a  person  devises  lands  to  his  executors  for  payment  i  lut  43.  a. 
of  his  debts,  or  until  hia  debts  are  paid  ;  the  executors  only  take  Coi^s  ' 


an  estate  for  so  many  years  as  are  necessary  to  raise  the  sum  \  ^%^  ^. 
required.     It  is  the  same  where  an  estate  is  devised  till  such  ^i^-  ^  Vem. 

.  403. 

time  as  a  particular  sum  shall  be  raised  out  of  the  rents  and  6  £ut,  102. 
profits  thereof. 

6.  Lord  Coke  says,  an  estate  for  years  is  frequently  called  a  1  Inst  45.  b. 
term,  terminus,  which  signifies  not  only  the  period  of  time  for 

which  it  is  to  continue,  but  also  the  estate  and  interest  that 
passes  for  that  period.  And  every  estate  or  term  for  years  must  Tit  32.  c.5. 
have  a  certain  beginning,  and  a  certain  end,  which  must  be  as- 
certained at  the  time  when  the  estate  is  created,  either  by  the 
express  limitation  of  the  parties,  or  by  a  reference  to  some  col- 
lateral act,  which  may,  with  equal  certainty,  measure  its  con- 
tinuance. 

7.  There  is  a  tenure  between  the  lessor  and  his  lessee  for  Lit.  1. 132, 
years,  to  which  fealty  is  incident ;  and  also  a  privity  of  estate 
between  them. 
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2  Comm.  142. 
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Tit.  1. 
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8.  Notwithstanding  the  permanent  interest  of  tenants  for 
years,  yet  their  possession  was  esteemed  of  so  little  consequence 
that  they  were  rather  considered  as  the  bailiffs  or  serrants  of  the 
lord,  than  as  having  any  estate  in  the  land.  Their  interests 
might  be  defeated  by  a  recovery  in  a  real  action ;  because  the 
recoveror  was  supposed  to  come  in  by  a  title  paramount,  there- 
fore not  bound  by  the  contracts  of  the  prior  possessor.  This 
was  altered  by  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  6  Edw.  1.  and  the  sta- 
tute 21  Hen.  8.  by  which  tenants  for  years  are  enabled  to  faluff 
recoveries  had  by  collusion. 

9.  While  estates  for  years  might  be  defeated  by  a  recoveryi 
it  is  no  wonder  that  they  were  usually  very  short ;  and  Lord 
Coke,  upon  the  authority  of  the  Mirror,  says,  that  by  the  an- 
cient law  no  lease  was  allowed  for  more  than  forty  years ;  be- 
cause a  longer  possession,  especially  when  given  without  li?erfy 
declaring  the  nature  and  duration  of  the  estate  created,  nugU 
tend  to  defeat  the  inheritance.     But  Sir  W.  Blackstone  ob- 
serves, that  this  law,  if  it  ever  existed,  was  soon  antiquated ;  for, 
in  Madox's  collection  of  ancient  charters,  there  are  some  leases 
for  years  of  an  early  date,  which  considerably  exceed  that 
period.    That  terms  for  three  hundred  and  a  thousand  yean 
were  certainly  in  use  in  the  time  of  Edw.  3.  and  probably  in  that 
of  Edw.  1.    And  it  appears  certain  that  after  the  statutes  by 
which  terms  for  years  were  protected  from   the   operation  of 
feigned  recoveries,  long  terms  were  frequently  created  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  the  lord's  right  of  wardship^  relief,  and 
other  feudal  incidents.    And  in  modem  times  they  have  been 
still  more    extensively  introduced   in    mortgages   and  family 
settlements. 

10.  A  tenant  for  years  is  not  said  to  be  seised  of  the  lands, 
the  possession  not  being  given  to  him  by  the  ceremony  of  lireiy 
of  seisin.  Nor  does  the  mere  delivery  of  a  lease  for  years  vest 
any  estate  in  the  lessee,  but  only  gives  him  a  right  of  entry  on 
the  land ;  when  he  has  actually  entered,  the  estate  becomes 
vested  in  him,  and  he  is  then  possessed,  not  properly  of  the  land, 
but  of  the  term  for  years ;  the  seisin  of  the  freehold  still  remain- 
ing in  the  lessor.  And  it  has  been  stated  that  the  possession  of 
a  lessee  for  years  is  considered  as  the  possession  of  a  person  en- 
titled to  the  freehold. 
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11.  The  distinction  between  the  possession  of  a  tenant  for 
years,  and  the  seisin  of  the  freehold,  was  fully  established  in 
Bracton's  time,  who  says  that  if  a  person  first  creates  a  term  of  Lib.  2.  c  18. 
years,  and  afterwards  enfeoffs  another  of  the  same  tenement,  *'  ' 

with  livery  of  seisin,  both  estates  shall  stand.  Quia  bene  sese 
compatiuntur  de  eddem  re  dua  passessiones,  dum  tamen  ex  diverm 
eausis,  mut  traditio  adjirmam,  ei  traditio  in  feodo, 

12.  No  estate  for  years  can  be  created  by  a  lease,  or  other  But  mmt  make 
common  law  conveyance,  without  an  actual  entry  made  by  the  wut!4<6. b. 
person  to  whom  the  land  is  granted ;  for,  although  the  grantor  ^^J^*  ^' 
has  done  every  thing  necessary  on  his  part  to  complete  the  con-  iMMt,  M. 
tract,  so  that  he  can  never  afterwards  avoid  it ;  yet  till  there  is 

a  transmutation  of  the  possession,  by  the  actual  entry  of  the 
grantee,  it  wants  the  chief  mark  and  indication  of  his  consent, 
without  which  it  might  be  unwarrantable  to  adjudge  him  in 
actual  possession  to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  and  for  this  reason 
the  law  does  not  cast  the  immediate  and  actual  possession  on 
him  till  he  enters ;  neither  has  the  grantor  a  reversion  to  grant 
till  such  entry. 

13.  Upon  the  execution  of  a  lease,  the  lessee  acquires  an  in-  i  imt.  46.  b. 
terest,  called  an  inieresse  termini^  which  he  may  at  any  time 

reduce  into  possession  by  an  actual  entry.  This  may  be  made 
not  only  by  the  lessee  iiimself;  but,  in  case  of  his  death,  by  his 
executors  or  administrators. 

14.  It  should,  however,  be  observed  that,  in  consequence  of  Tit.  ii.  c.4. 
the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  an  estate  for  years  may  now 

be  created  without  an  entry. 

[As  where  a  freehold  estate  is  conveyed  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  to 
the  use  of  B.  for  ninety-nine  years,  with  remainder  to  the  grantor 
in  fee  :  in  this  case  A.  has  only  a  momentary  seisin  to  serve  the 
use  which  is  executed  in  B.,  and  to  which  the  statute  instantly 
annexes  the  possession  and  legal  estate,  without  B.'s  actual 
entry.] 

16.  If  the  lessee  enters  before  the  time  when  the  estate  for  An  entry  before 
years  is  to  commence,  it  is  a  disseisin ;  and  no  continuance  of  ^  ,^  disMi^"* 
possession,  after  the  commencement  of  the  term,  will  purge  it,  or 
alter  the  estate  of  the  lessee.  But  such  entry  of  the  lessee,  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  term,  will  not  divest  or  turn  such 
term  to  a  right;  so  that  the  lessee  of  the  term  may  assign  it 
over. 

VOL.  I.  Q 
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Hemmings  v.  16.  A  made  a  lease  to  B.  on  the  23d  of  September,  to  hold  to 

1  Lev.  45.         ^^^  fo^  twenty-one  years  from  Michaelmas  foUowing.    The 

lessee  entered  before  Michaelmas,  and  continued  in  possession 
Bridg.  Rep.  1.    ^or  some  years ;  then  the  lessor  re-entered  ;  the  lessee  being  out 

of  possession^  assigned  over  the  term  to  the  plainti£P's  lessor, 
who  brought  an  ejectment.  Judgment  was  given  for  the  plain- 
tiff; and  the  Court  held,  that  the  term  not  being  to  begin  till 
Michaelmas,  this  was  till  then  a  future  interest;  that  the  lessee's 
entry  before  was  a  disseisin,  not  a  possession  by  virtue  of  the 
lease. 
Waller  v.  17.  Where  the  commencement  of  an  estate  for  years  is  limited 

CrT^Hz!  906.    ^^^  ^  ^^°^^  P^^'  ^^^  ^^  lesscc  was  in  possession  prior  to  that 
9  Vin.  Ab.  992.  period,  it  shall  be  intended  that  he  entered  and  occupied  before^ 

by  agreement ;  therefore  it  is  not  a  disseisin. 
£fUtes  for  18.  An  estate  for  years  may  be  created  to  commence  injuittro, 

corameD(^  m      though  an  estate  of  freehold  cannot ;  for  where  an  estate  for 
fiituro.  years  is  created  to  commence  in  future,  the  freehold  is  not  there- 

Tit.  1. 8. 32.      by  put  in  abeyance,  but  still  continues  in  the  lessor,  so  that  he 

is  capable  of  answering  the  pnecipes  of  strangers  which  may  be 
brought  against  him.  And  before  the  abolition  of  military 
tenures,  he  was  liable  to  perform  the  services  that  were  due  for 
the  feud. 
And  be  assign.  19-  Where  an  estate  for  years  is  granted  to  commence  ts 
cd  before enuy.  j-^^^f^^  jt  cannot  of  course  be  executed  by  an  immediate  entry, 

as  that  would  be  a  disseisin  ;  it  is,  therefore,  only  an  interesse 
termini:  but  still  the  lessee  may  assign  it  over;  and  even  if  s 
stranger  enters  by  wrong,  yet  such  grant  will  transfer  the  lessee's 
power  of  entry,  and  right  of  reducing  the  estate  into  possession. 
For  till  the  entry  of  the  lessee  the  estate  is  not  executed,  but 
remains  in  the  same  plight  as  it  was  when  the  lease  was  made; 
Bac.  Ab.  ^  ^^^^  ^^  intermediate  act,  either  of  the  lessor,  or  of  a  stranger, 

Leases  M.         q^j^  divest  or  disturb  it :  because  whoever  comes  to  the  possession, 

whether  by  right  or  by  wrong,  takes  it  subject  to  such  future 

charge,  which  the  lessee  may  execute  whenever  he  thinks  fit,  as 

by  a  title  prior  and  paramount  to  all  such  intermediate  violatioos 

of  the  possession. 

Wheeler  v.  20.  A  person  made  a  lease  for  years,  to  commence  at  a  futare 

Cto.'hmu^.'    period ;  after  the  expiration  of  that  time,  but  before  any  entry  by 

1  Uon.  118.      (de  lessee,  the  lessor  being  still  in  possession,  the  lessee  granted 
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over  bis  term  and  interest.    Resolved,  that  the  grant  was  good ;  Saffins  caae, 
be<sau8e  the  interesse  termini  of  the  lessee  was  not  divested  g/45^ 
or  turned  to  a  right,  but  continued  in  him  in  the  same  manner  ^'  Lit  46.  b. 
as  when  it  was  first  granted ;  and  was  so  transferred  over  to 
another,  who  by  his  entry  might  reduce  it  into  possession  when- 
ever he  pleased. 

21.  If,  however,  a  person  entitled  to  an  estate  for  years,  to  Cro.  Eiir.i5. 
commence  in  futuro,  once  enters,  and  is  put  out  of  possession,  5  Rep.  124.  a. 
be  cannot  afterwards  grant  over  his  term  to  a  stranger  :  for  by 
his  entry  the  estate  for  years  was  actually  executed  ;  and,  being 
after  that  defeated  by  the  entry  of  a  stranger,  the  lessee  has 
only  a  right  of  entry  left  in  him ;  which  the  policy  of  the  law 
will  not  suffer  him  to  transfer  over  to  a  stranger,  no  more 
than  a  right  of  action  ;  lest  such  transfer  should  encourage 
maintenance. 

22«  Though  an  estate  of  freehold  cannot  be  made  to  cease  by  May  determine 
the  direction  of  the  parties,  but  must,  except  in  the  case  of  uses, 
be  taken  from  the  person  in  whom  it  is  vested,  by  means  some- 
what, similar  to  those  by  which  it  was  given  to  him;  yet  it  is 
otherwise  in  the  case  of  an  estate  for  years :  as  that  may  be  1  lost.  214.  b. 
made  to  cease  by  a  proviso  in  the  conveyance  itself,  upon  the 
performance  of  any  particular  act.  The  practice  in  con- 
veyancing has  therefore  long  been,  where  terms  for  years  are 
created^  to  insert  a  proviso,  that  when  the  trusts  of  the  term  are 
satisfied,  the  term  itself  shall  cease  and  determine. 

23.  Estates  for  years  are  considered  in  law  as  chattels  real,  Are  chauels 
being  an  interest  in  real   property,  of  which   they  have  one  iinstiis.b. 
quality,  immobility,  which  denominates  thera  real:   but  want       ^^^' 
the  other,  namely,  a  sufficient  legal  indeterminate  duration;' 

the  utmost  period  for  which  they  can  last  being  fixed  and  de-  Tit.  1.  s.  11. 
termined. 

CataUa  (Ucuntur  ormiia  bona  mobilia,  et  immobilia,  qua  necfeuda  Spelm.  Glees. 
sunt  nee  itoera  tenementa. 

24.  In  consequence  of  this  principle,  estates  for  years  do  not  And  ▼estia 
descend  to  the  heir  of  the  person  who  dies  possessed  of  them :  ®*"^"^"' 
but  vest  in  his  executors  or  administrators,  like  any  other  chattel. 

And  although  lands  are  now  frequently  demised  for  five 
hundred  or  a  thousand  years,  yet  the  succession  continues 
the  same. 

q2 
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^  iDtt.  9.  a.  25.  If  a  lease  for  years  be  made  to  a  bishop,  parson,  or  odker 

sole  corporation,  and  his  successors,  yet  it  will  go  to  the 
executors  of  the  lessee;  because  a  term  for  yean  being  a 
chattel,  the  law  allows  none  but  the  personal  representatires 
to  succeed  thereto ;  nor  can  this  mode  of  succession  to  a  chattel 
be  altered  or  controlled  by  any  limitation  of  the  party.  The 
King,  however,  by  his  prerogative,  may  transmit  a  chattel  to  his 
successors. 

2  Comm.  506.        26.  Estates  for  years  pass  from  executor  to  executor  in  m- 

107.  finitum :  but  whenever  the  course  of  representation  from  executor 

to  executor  is  interrupted  by  one  administration,  it  then  becomes 
necessary  for  the  ordinary  to  commit  administration  afresh  of 
the  goods  of  the  person  who  was  last  possessed  of  the  term,  in 
his  own  right,  not  administered  by  the  former  executor,  k 
limited  or  special  administration  only  may  also  be  gpranted, 
namely,  of  certain  specific  effects ;  and  it  is  a  common  practice 
to  obtain  a  special  administration  of  a  term  for  years. 

Dyer  23.  b.  27.  Where  there  are  several  executors,  who  all  prove  the  will, 

1  Atk.46b.    '    they  have  a  joint  and  several  interest  in  all  the  goods  and  chat- 

tels of  the  testator ;  therefore  a  disposition  by  one  of  them  only 
of  a  term  for  years  is  good.  But  one  administrator  cannot  con- 
vey an  interest  so  as  to  bind  the  other. 

Cases  and  Opi-       28.  Where  a  person  appoints  two  or  more  executors,  if  only 

399, '  one  of  them  proves  the  will,  he  alone  will  become  entitled  to  any 

terms  for  years  whereof  the  testator  died  possessed,  and  may 
assign  them  accordingly. 

Wentw.  Ex.  34.      29.  An  executor  may  assign  a  term  for  years  before  be  has 

proved  the  will :  but  the  will  must  be  afterwards  proved  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  place  where  the 
lands  lie,  otherwise  it  will  have  no  effect  as  to  the  term. 

Idem  226.  30.  Where  a  term  for  years  is  specifically  devised,  the  assent 

of  the  executor  is  necessary.  But  if  the  legatee  disposes  of  the 
term  at  any  future  period,  the  assent  of  the  executor  will  be  pre- 
sumed. 

Ewerv.Corbett,       31.   A  purchaser  of  a  term  for  years  from  an  executor  is  not 

2  P.  Wms.  146.  j^jjyjj  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase  money ;  cvea 

though  the  term  be  chained  with  the  payment  of  a  particular 
debt,  or  specifically  bequeathed ;  because  terms   for  years  are 
subject  to  the  payment  of  all  debts,  in  the  first  instance. 
1  Inst.  351.  a.        32.  By  the  statute  of  Frauds,  29  Cha.  2.  c.  3.  s.  25.  a  hos- 
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band  may  administer  to  his  deceased  wife;  and  is  entitled  for 
his  own  benefit  to  all  her  chattels  real,  whether  actually  vested 
in  her,  and  reduced  into  possession,  or  contingent,  or  recover- 
able only  by  action  or  suit.    And  it  is  now  settled  that  the  re- 
presentative of  the  husband  is  entitled  as  much  to  this  species  of 
his  wife's  property,  as  to  any  other;  and  that  the  right  of  ad- 
ministration follows  the  right  of  the  estate,  and  ought  in  case  of 
the  husband's  death,  after  the  wife,  to  be  granted  to  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  husband.     And  if  administration  de  bonis  non  of  the  Sauib  o.  Wyn, 
wife  is  obtained  by  any  third  person,  he  is  a  trustee  for  the  re-  ^   '    "** 
presentatives  of  the  husband. 

33.  The  husband  of  a  woman  possessed  of  a  chattel  real  is  also 
entitled  to  dispose  of  it  by  assignment,  but  not  by  will.  If, 
however,  he  does  not  execute  his  power,  and  his  wife  survives 

him,  it  will  belong  to  her.     But  if  the  husband  be  an  alien  Anon.  9  Mod. 
he  will  not  acquire  any  right  to  a  term  of  years  belonging  to  i^[  ]04. 

his  wife.  Tii.5.c.'l.B,27. 

34.  An  estate  of  freehold  cannot  be  derived  from  a  term  for  A  freehold  can- 
years.    Thus  where  a  rent  was  granted  for  life,  out  of  a  long  f^m  a  term. 
term  for  years,  it  was  resolved  to  be  a  good  charge  as  long  as-  ?5{1'*^^' 
the  term  lasted  :  but  that  it  was  only  a  chattel,  and  not  a  free-  25.  a. 

hold  estate ;  for  it  was  repugnant  to  have  a  freehold  out  of  a 
term  for  years. 

35.  Estates  from  year  to  year  will  be  treated  of  in  the 
next  title. 
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CHAP.  II. 


Incidents  to  Estates/or  Years. 


Teoanto  for 
yean  entitled 
to  estovers. 
1  Inst.  41.  b. 
Tit.3.c.l.s.l6. 

But  cannot 
commit  waste. 


Tit.  3.  c.  2. 


Lit.  s.  71. 
1  Inst.  57.  a. 


Idem  54.  b. 


8bct.    1.  Tenants  fi^r  Years  entitled  to 
Estovers, 
2.  Bui  cannot  commit  Waste. 
12.  CUntsefWithotU  Impeachment 

qf  Waste. 
16.  Accidents  hjf  Fire. 

18.  When   Entitled   to   EmbU- 

menis. 

19.  Estates  for  Years  subject  to 

Debts. 

20.  Of  Crown  DebU. 

2S.  Alienable^andmay  be  Limited 
for  Life,  with  a  Remainder 
over. 


Sect.  24.  Bui  not  Entailed. 

28.  Merged  bg  an  Union  witktki 

Freehold. 
SI.  [Buin»t  btfere  entry  rffer- 

MUM*,  it  being  then  an  iate- 

resse  Termioi. 
S4.  By  Surrender. 
43.  Terms  merge  in  Terms.] 
47.  Equity       Relieves    agtxsd 

Merget. 
50.  How  Forfeited. 


9 

Section  I. 

Every  tenant  for  years  has  incident  to  and  inseparable  from  his 
estate,  unless  restrained  by  special  agreement,  the  same  estovers 
to  which  tenants  for  life  are  entitled. 

2.  But  a  tenant  for  years  having  an  interest  much  inferior  to 
an  estate  for  life,  has  only  a  right  to  the  temporary  and  annaal 
profits  of  the  land ;  and  is  therefore  restrained,  as  well  as  tenants 
for  life,  from  cutting  down  timber  trees,  or  committing  any  other 
kind  of  waste. 

3.  Tenant  for  years  is  also  punishable  for  permissive  waste; 
and  is  therefore  bound  to  keep  all  houses,  and  other  buildings 
upon  the  land,  in  proper  and  tenantable  repair,  by  presenriog 
the  roof  in  such  a  state  as  to  prevent  the  rain  from  falling  on  the 
timbers.  But  if  a  house  be  ruinous  at  the  time  when  the  lease 
is  made,  and  the  lessee  suffers  it  to  fall  down,  he  is  not  punish- 
able, for  in  that  case  he  is  not  bound  to  repair  it ;  yet  if  he  cuts 
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down  timber  on  the  land,  and  employs  it  in  repairing  the  house, 
he  may  well  justify. 

4.  Lord  Coke  says,  if  a  tenant  for  years  builds  a  new  house,  i  Inst-  63.  a. 
it  is  waste ;  and  if  he  suffers  it  to  be  wasted,  it  is  a  new  waste. 
The  first  of  these  propositions  has  been  frequently  contradicted. 
And  Roll  lays  it  down,  that  if  a  lessee  for  years  builds  a  new  22  Vm.Ab.439. 
house  upon  the  land,  where  there  was  not  any  before,  it  is  not 
waste,  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  lessor. 

6.  The  Statutes  of  Marlbridge  and  Gloucester,  which  have  Tit. 3.  c. 2. 8.26. 
been  already  stated,  extend  to  tenants  for  years ;  so  that  they  Attenoi  v, 
are  liable  to  the  same  actions,  and  the  same  penalties  for  waste  1  Taunt.  183. 
committed,  as  tenants  for  life. 

6.  If  a  woman  possessed  of  a  term  for  years  takes  husband, 
who  commits  waste,  and  the  wife  dies,  the  husband  shall  be 
charged  in  an  action  of  waste ;   because  by  the  marriage  he  be-  1  l^t.  64.  a. 
came  entitled  to  the  term. 

7.  It  is  enacted  by  the  statute  11  Hen.  6.  c.  6.  that  where  a 
tenant  for  years  assigns  over  bis  estate,  and  continues  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  profits,  an  action  of  waste  shall  lie  against  him.     In 

a  case  upon  this  statute  in  36  Eliz.,  it  was  resolved,  I.  That  Booth's  caw, 
every  assignee  of  the  first  lessee,  mediate  or  immediate,  was       ^^' 
within  the  act     For  the  statute  was  made  to  suppress  fraud  and 
deceit,  therefore  should  be  taken  beneficially.    2.  That  the  per- 
son in  remainder  was  within  the  act,  as  well  as  the  person  in  re- 
version ;  because  in  equal  mischief. 

8.  Where  there  is  a  tenant  for  years,  remainder  for  life,  re-  MolUneux  p. 

•'  .  Powell, 

mainder  in  fee,  and  the  tenant  for  years  commits  waste ;  though  3  P.  Wiiu.267. 
the  remainder-man  for  life  cannot  bring  an  action  of  waste,  as 
not  having  the  inheritance,  yet  he  is  entitled  in  equity  to  an  in- 
junction. If  the  waste  be  of  a  trivial  nature,  and  i  fortiori  if  it 
be  meliorating  waste,  as  by  building  on  the  premises,  the  Court 
will  not  enjoin ;  nor  if  the  reversioner  or  remainder-man  in  fee 
be  not  made  a  party,  who  possibly  may  approve  of  the  waste. 

9.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  entertain  a  bill  against  a 
tenant  for  years  after  he  has  assigned  his  term,  with  the  consent 
of  the  lessor,  for  an  account  of  timber  cut  down  by  him,  and 
without  praying  an  injunction. 

10.  A  bill  was  brought  for  an  account  of  timber  cut  down  by  Jesus  CoU.  v. 
the  defendant,  and  of  the  profit  of  some  stones  carried  off  the  3  Atk!'262. 
premises  by  him  also,  while  tenant ;  he    having  afterwards 
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assigned  his  tenn,  with  the  coosent  of  the  plaintiffs,  his  feBBon^ 
to  a  third  person :  and  consequently  no  prayer  for  an  injanctun 
to  stay  waste. 

Lord  Haidwicke. — "  The  qoestion  is,  whether  a  bill  can  be 
brought  here  against  a  tenant,  after  the  estate  is  gone  out  of 
him,  for  an  account  of  waste   committed,  where  there  is  do 
prayer  of  an  injunction*  I  am  of  ojHnion  that  such  a  bill  is  impio- 
per,  nor  has  any  authority  been  cited  to  support  it    Waste  is  a 
tort,  and  punishable  as  such ;  and  the  party  has  also  a  remedy 
for  the  trees  cut  down,  by  an  action  of  trover.    The  staying  waste 
is  a  specific  remedy ;  and  while  the  lessee  continues  tenant,  it 
is  to  prevent  a  mischief  for  which,  when  done,  an  adequate  tati»- 
faction  by  way  of  damages  cannot  in  many  instances  be  given. 
This  is  the  ground  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  sock 
cases ;  and  the  Court  having  such  ground,  will,  in  order  to  pie- 
vent  a  double  suit,  and  as  incident  to  the  other  reUef,  decree  an 
account  of  the  timber  felled,  or  the  waste  done.    This  is  a  gene- 
ral principle  to  prevent  suits ;  and  as  some  decree  must  be  made, 
the  Court  will  make  a  complete  one.    But  without  such  a  fonn* 
dation  there  is  no  precedent  of  the  Court's  decreeing  damages; 
and  I  think  it  would  be  very  improper  to  do  it,  as  it  would  tend 
to  great  vexation  and  oppression   of  tenants :    and  I  am  glad 
no  such  precedent  is  to  be  founds  for  the  cases  cited  do  not 
Whitfield  o.       come  up  to  the  present.    In  2  P.  Wms.  240.  it  is  not  dear,  that 
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c.2.t!i7.'  '  no  injunction  was  prayed.  If  there  was,  then  it  is  but  a  com- 
mon case;  if  there  was  not,  then  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
moiety  of  the  timber  against  the  defendant,  and  therefore  proper 
matter  of  account  only  between  them.  As  to  1  P.  Wms.  406^ 
the  bill  was  against  an  executor  for  an  account  of  assets ;  and  in 
a  case  of  a  mine,  which  differs  from  timber  or  other  waste,  it  bong 
a  sort  of  trade,  and  proper  for  an  account,  not  trover !  and  the 
Court  has  decreed  accounts  in  cases  of  tnines,  which  they  would 
not  do  in  any  other  for  that  very  reason  ;  and  because  a  better 
remedy  can  be  given  here  than  at  law,  by  decreeing  inspections 
under  ground,  &c.  And  here,  if  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right,  they 
may  have  their  action  of  trover." 

2  Inst  302.  1  ^  •  If  A  lessee  for  years  commits  waste  and  dies,  no  action  of 

waste  will  lie  against  his  executors  or  administrators.  But  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  a  tenant  for  years  are  punishable 
for  waste  done  while  they  are  in  possession. 
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12.  Where  the  clause^  without  impeachment  of  waste,  is  in*  ciattae,witiioat 
serted  in  a  lease  for  years,  it  will  have  the  same  effect  as  where  ^^^,  °^ 

it  is  inserted  in  the  conveyance  of  an  estate  for  life.    And  the  Tit.  3.  c.  2. 
Court  of  Chancery  will  in  general  restrain  the  import  of  it,  in 
the  same  manner.    Thus  a  tenant  for  years,  though  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  will  not  be  allowed  to  dig,  and  carry  away 
the  soil  for  the  purpose  of  making  bricks. 

13.  The  Bishop  of  London  made  a  long  lease  of  some  lands  at  Ed.  London  v. 
Ealing,  in  Middlesex,  without  impeachment  of  waste ;  of  which  i  p.Wiiu.627. 
there  were  about  twenty  years  unexpired.    The  lessee  agreed 

with  some  brick-makers,  that  they  might  dig  and  carry  away 
the  soil.  The  bishop  applied  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  an 
injunction,  which  was  granted. 

14.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  permit  a  tenant  for  years, 
though  without  impeachment  of  waste,  to  fell  timber  just  before 
the  expiration  of  the  lease. 

16.  A  lease  was  made  by  a  bishop  for  twenty-one  years,  with-  Abraham  «• 
out  impeachment  of  waste,  of  lands  upon  which  there  were  seve-  63.  ' 
ral  timber  trees.  The  tenant  had  not  cut  down  any  of  them,  till 
about  half  a  year  before  the  expiration  of  his  term ;  but  then  be- 
gan to  fell  them.  Upon  an  application  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, an  injunction  was  granted  against  him.  For  although  he 
might  have  felled  trees  every  year,  from  the  beginning  of  the 
term,  and  then  they  would  have  been  growing  up  gradually :  yet 
it  was  unreasonable  that  he  should  let  them  grow  till  near  the 
end  of  his  term,  and  then  cut  them  all  down,  (a) 

16.  Tenants  for  years  are  exempted  by  the  st^t  6  Ann.  which  Accidenuby 
has  been  already  stated,  from  all  actions  for  damages  on  account  Tit!  3.  c.  3. 

of  accidental  fire.  ^^-  ^P-  ^  • 

17.  In  a  modem  case,  where  there  was  a  covenant  in  a  lease  Bullock  vr 
for  years  of  a  house,  to  rebuild,  without  any  exception ;  and  the  g^totoR.gso. 
house  was  burnt  down  by  accident;  it  was  held  that  the  lessee  Pymr.  Black- 

burDy 

was  bound  to  re-build  it :  [so  where  the  covenant  is  to  repair.]     3  Vet.  34. 

18.  Where  the  determination  of  an  estate  for  years  is  certain,  when  entitled 

.         •       .  1       ^  1  to  emblements. 

as  where  lands  are  let  for  twenty-one  years,  or  any  other  num- 
ber, the  tenant  is  not  entitled  to  emblements ;  because  it  was  Tit.2.  c.i. 
his  own  folly  to  sow,  when  he  knew  he  could  not  reap.    But  iinst.55.b. 
when  the  determination  of  an  estate  foi?  years  depends  on  an  un- 

(a)  [Upon  the  subject  of  waste  as  between  landlord  and  tenant,  see  the  cases  col- 
lected in  Comyn's  Landlord  and  Tenant,  Book  2,  ch^  1.  s.  2.] 
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Danes V. Con-    Certain  event;   as  where  a  tenant  for  life  lets  the  landg  for 

le^EMuTi!'^'  years,  or  where  a  term  of  years  is  made  determinable  on  the 

death  of  a  particular  person ;  there  the  tenant  will  be  entitled  to 
emblements,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  tenant  for  life.    If,  bow- 

Olandv.  Bud-   ^^^h  an  estate  for  years  determines  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the 

(C^£liz.4G0.    ^^'^^^^  himself,  as  if  he  commits  a  forfeiture,  be  will  not  be  en* 

titled  to  emblements. 

Efttatetforrean       19.  Estates  for  years  being  chattel  interests,  and  vesting  in 

executors  or  administrators,  are  subject  to  the  payment  of  nmpte 
contract  debts ;  and  are  also  liable  to  be  sold  by  execution  for 

Tit  14. 1. 67.      the  payment  of  debts  due  by  judgment.    But  if  a  term  for  yean 

be  assigned  to  a  bond  fide  purchaser,  without  notice,  before  ex- 
ecution IS  actually  sued  out  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff/it  cannot 
afterwards  be  taken  by  a  creditor. 

or  crown  debts.       20.  Estates  for  years  are  also  subject  to  the  payment  of  all 

debts  due  to  the  crown,  while  such  estates  continue  in  theposr 
session  of  the  debtor.;  But  it  has  been  long  settled  that  a  hm 
fide  assignment  of  a  term  for  years,  before  any  execution  awarded 
by  the  crown,  is  good. 

Fleetwood's  21.  Sir  W.  Fleetwood  being  possessed  of  a  house  for  a  term  of 

8  Rep.  171.       years,  was  appointed  receiver-general  of  the  court  of  wards,  and 

entered  into  bonds  to  the  crown  to  render  a  yearly  account 
Having  become  indebted  by  reason  of  his  office,  he  afterwaids 
sold  the  house.  The  question  was,  whether  this  house  was  ex- 
tendible for  the  debt  ?  It  was  resolved  that  the  sale  should 
0    ^  bind  the  crown,  because  it  was  but  a  chattel,  and  there  was  no 

covin  in  the  case.  That  a  sale  bonSL  fide  of  chattels  was  good 
after  judgment^  but  not  after  execution  awarded.  And  Lot d 
Coke  said,  that  a  receiver  or  other  accountant  shall  not  be  in  a 
worse  case  than  a  felon  or  traitor,  who  may,  after  felony  or  trea- 
son, and  before  conviction,  sell  6oft£  fide  for  his  sustenance,  hit 
chattels,  be  they  real  or  personal. 

a  Rep.  171.  a.        22.  It  was  resolved  in  an  old  case,  where  the  king's  debtoi 

took  a  lease,  to  him  and  his  wife  for  years,  and  before  execatioo 
the  husband  died,  that  execution  might  be  sued  against  the  wife. 
For  it  was  the  act  of  the  husband,  who  had  power  over  tbetenn 

TtiM  2  RolL       ^^  ^^^  ^™®  ^'  ^^^  death.    And  his  wife  came  into  it  without  n- 

Ab.i57.  luable  consideration :  and  quodammodo  continued  in  of  theia* 

terest  of  her  husband. 

Alienable.  ^*  [A  lessee  may  part  with  his  whde  term,  unless  restrained 


TitleYlU.  Estate  for  Years.  Ch.  II.  s.  23—26.  235 

by  a  particular  agreement ;  bo  be  may  lease  a  part  of  it ;  in  the 

former  case  it  will  be  an  assignment,  in  the  latter  an  underlease. 

And  although  a  lessee  cannot  limit  his  term  by  way  of  remainder 

in  the  proper  sense  of  that  word,  yet  by  assigning  it  to  a  trustee  i  Burr.  284. 

upon  trusts,  or  by  executory  bequest,  interests  in  the  nature  of 

remainders,  may  be  created  by  deed  or  will.] 

By  the  old  law,  a  gift  of  a  term  for  years,  like  that  of  any  May  be  limited 
other  chattel,  for  an  hour,  was  a  gift  of  the  whole  estate  and  in-  remainder  over. 
terest;  therefore  there  could  be  no  subsequent  limitation  of  a  Dyer  74.  is. 
term  for  years,  after  an  estate  was  carved  out  of  it.     But  this 
was  soon  altered ;  and  it  has  been  long  settled  that  a  term  for 
years  may  be  limited  to  a  person  for  life,  with  a  limitation  over 
to  any  number  of  persons  in  esse  for  life  ;  [and  it  may  also  be  Tit  38.  c.  19. 
limited  to  a  person  not  in  esse,  or  not  ascertained,  provided  such 
limitation  take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  or 
twenty-one  years  after.] 

24.  Terms  for  years  cannot,  however,  be  entailed.    1.  Because  But  not  en- 
they  are  not  within  the  statute  De  Donis,  being  estates  of  inhe-  Dyer  7.  a.  8. 
ritance.    2.  Because  if  a  quasi  intail  of  a  term  for  years  were  Tiu  2.  e.  i. 
allowed  it  would  be  unalienable,  as  no  fine  or  recovery  could  be  4  Mad.  36i. 
had  of  a  term ;  so  that  the  disposition  of  a  term  for  years  to  a  ^^  Ves.73, 
person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  is  a  disposition  of  the  entire  SeeHowaid  v. 

f  .       ,  ^  .       ^  D.  of  Norfolk, 

interest  in  the  term.  2  Swanst.  454. 

26.  A  distinction  has  been  made  by  Lord  Coke  between  a  a  Rep.  87.  a. 
limitation  of  a  term  in  gross,  or  subsisting  term,  to  a  man  and 
the  heirs    of   his  body,  and  a  similar  limitation  of  a  term 
de  novo.    In  the  first  case  the  residue  of  the  term  will  vest  in  Leyenthorpe 
the  executors  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  limited.     But  i'RoU.lb.S3i. 
in  the  latter  case   he   was  of  opinion   that  the   term  would 
only  continue  as  long  as  the  person  to  whom  it  was  limited  had 
heirs  of  his  body,  and  that  upon  failure  of  such  heirs  the  term 
would  cease.    This  distinction  has  been  long:  since  exploded ;  Leonard 

*  Lovie  8  caae, 

and  it  is  now  settled,  that  where  a  term  for  years  is  limited  to  a  13  Rep.  78. 
person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  it  will  continue,  though  the  per- 
son to  whom  it  is  so  limited  should  die  without  issue. 

26.  A.  Pile,  by  indenture  demised  lands  to  a  trustee,  his  ex-  Hayterv.  Rod, 
ecutors,  and  administrators,  for  ninety-nine  years,  in  trust  for  lP«WmB.360. 
himself  and  his  wife  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor; 
and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor,  in  trust  for  the  heirs  of  their 
two  bodies ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  then  in  trust  for  the  heirs 
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of  the  Burvivor.  They  had  iMiie  one  son.  The  husband  died;  after- 
wards the  son  died,  an  infant ;  the  mother  administeied  to  her 
husband  and  son»  and  assigned  the  term  to  the  defendant  Rod. 
The  question  was,  who  was  entitled  to  the  trust  of  this  tenni 
whether  it  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  heir  at  law  of 
A.  Pile,  or  to  the  defendant  Rod,  as  assignee  of  the  wife?  It  wu 
decreed  that  it  belonged  to  Rod,  and  had  not  ceased. 

27.  [Although  chattels  real  and  other  personal  estate  cannot 
be  entailed,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  yet  through  the  me- 
dium of  trusts,  and  by  executory  devise,  they  may  be  limited,  so 
as  in  a  great  measure  to  answer  the  purposes  of  eotul ;  and  ia- 
deed  are  susceptible  of  modification,  so  as  to  be  confined  in  a 
particular  course  of  devolution,  and,  except  for  the  parpoees  of 
accumulation,  rendered  unalienable  for  any  number  of  U^es  in 
being,  and  twenty-one  years  after,  with  a  further  period  allowed 
for  gestation ;  at  the  end  of  which  period  the  personalty  wSl  Test 
absolutely  in  the  person  taking  under  the  limitation  trust  or  ex- 
ecutory bequest,  (a)] 

28.  Where  a  term  for  years  becomes  vested  in  the  person  who 
is  seised  of  the  freehold,  by  which  there  is  an  union  of  the  two 
interests  in  one  person  at  the  same  time,  [and  there  is  no  inter- 
vening estate  between  the  term  and  the  freehold^  the  term 
merges  in  the  freehold,  and  becomes  extinct 

29.  Tenant  pour  autre  vie  made  a  lease  for  yeaes,  and  died, 
living  the  cestui  que  vie;  it  was  agreed  that  by  this  the  lessee 
for  years,  having  the  possession,  became  occupant ;  and  theao- 
cession  of  the  freehold  merged  in  his  estate  for  years.  But  if  in 
that  case  the  lessee  for  years  had  made  a  lease  at  will,  and  then 
the  tenant  jK)t<r  autre  vie  had  died,  the  tenant  at  will  would  have 
been  the  occupant ;  consequently  the  term  for  years,  being  in 
another  person,  would  not  be  merged ;  there  being  no  union  of 
the  term  and  the  freehold  in  one  person. 

30.  A.  seised  in  fee,  demised  to  B.  for  one  hundred  years,  to 
begin  at  a  future  time ;  and  before  that  time  [granted  the  revo^ 
sion  in  fee  to  C,  who  demised  the  land  to  D.,]  for  twenty-one 
years,  to  begin  presently.    B.,  before  the  commencement  of  his 


(fi)  [For  instanoei  of  bequeets  of  personalty,  which  in  de? bos  of  real  ertatv 
give  express  or  implied  estates  tail,  see  Vol.  II.  Hop.  Legacioa»  di.  33. 
Edition  1828,  bj  the  Editor  of  the  present  work.] 
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ienn»  assigned  it  to  A.,  who  afterwards  granted  a  rent-charge,  for 

which  the  grantee  distrained  D.    The  question  was,  whether  the 

future  term  [of  one  hundred  years]  was  drowned  in  the  inherit- 

ance,  or  if  it  had  any  existence  in  A.,  so  that  he  might  thereout 

grant  the  rent;  for  then  it  would  [have  preference  over]  the 

second  lease,  being  prior  to  it,  and  by  consequence  be  liable  to  3  p^st.  Cody. 

the  payment  of  the  rent-charge.    It  was  resolved  that  the  first  ^^^' 

term  was  [drowned  in  the  inheritance.] 

31.  [The  language  of  the  report  in  the  above  case  is  appli- 
cable to  merger ;  but  it  must  be  understood  as  referring  only  to 
extingmshment :  because  the  term  of  100  years  in  B.  was  only 

an  interesse  tenmni ;  and  though,  as  such,  it  might  by  release  to  ^  i^-  &  ^^^"^ 

the  reversioner  be  eoetinguishedj  still,  not  being  an  actual  e^te^ 

could  not  properly  be  said  to  merge.    From  this  case,  it  ap- 

appears,  that  an  actual  term  intervening  between  an  interesse 

termini  and  the  reversion,  will  not  prevent  the  extinguishment 

by  release  of  the  interesse  termim,  although  had  the  latter  been  intereae  ter- 

an  actual  estate,  it  would  have  been  prevented  by  the  interven-  ^^J^IJ^^^ 

ing  term.    Neither  will  the  interesse  termini  intervening  between 

a  prior  term  and  the  reversion,  prevent  the  merger  of  the  term  in 

the  reversion,  when  they  unite  in  the  same  person  in  the  same 

right. 

32.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Walker,  A.  granted  a  lease  to  6  Bar.  &  Cnn. 

Ill 
B.  for  21  years,  which  would  expire  at  Michaelmas,  1809 ;  in 

December,  1799,  A.  granted  a  further  lease  to  B.  of  the  same  pre* 

misea,  for  60  years,  toconunence  from  Michaelmas,  1809;  A. 

died  in  December^  1800,  and  devised  the  reversion  to  B.  for  life. 

In  1806,  B.  conveyed  his  life  estate  to  C.    It  was  decided  by 

Bayley,  J.  that  the  interesse  termim  of  the  lease  of  1799,  which 

was  to  commence  in  1809,  was  not  merged  in  B.'s  life  estate* 

33.  It  would  seem  from  the  preceding  case,  that  an  interesse 
termim,  to  commence  inftUuro,  and  which  consequently  does  not 
give  an  immediate  right  to  the  possession,  is  not  discharged  or 
extinguished,  by  the  mere  accession  of  the  freehold,  devised  to 
the  person  entitled  to  the  interesse  termim,  so  long  as  it  gives  only 
a  future  right  of  possession. 

34.  Merger  of  estates  for  years  may  take  place  in  consequence  By  mirander* 
of  a  surrender  of  them  to  the  person  in  remainder,  or  reversion ; 

but  a  term  cannot  be  merged  by  surrender,  till  the  tenant  has  i  Inst.  33a.  a. 

^  4B«uAb.216. 
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entered ;  for  before  entry,  it  is  an  interesse  termini  only,  and  there 
is  no  reversion  in  which  it  can  merge.  If,  however,  the  lessee 
for  years  enters,  and  after  assigns  his  estate  to  another,  the 
assignee  may  merge  the  term  by  surrender,  beforeentry;  because 
by  the  entry  of  the  lessee,  the  possession  was  severed  and  di- 
Tit.  32.  c.  7.      vided  from  the  reversion. 

The  authority  of  Salmon  v.  S  wann,  before  cited,  is  an  authority 
that  an  interesse  termini  may  be  released. 

I  Idsl  332.  b.        36.  Lord  Coke  lays  it  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  man 

cannot  have  a  term  for  years  in  his  own  right,  and  a  freehold  in 
autre  droit,  to  consist  together.    As  if  a  man,  lessee  for  years, 

II  ViiLAb.441.  takes  a  feme  lessor  to  wife,  the  term  is  merged.  But  this  pro- 
and  lee  Piatt  v.  position  has  been  denied,  for  in  Linsden  v.  Winsmore,  21  Jac.  1. 
275  ^'  Tho  ^^  ^*  ^**  '^^"^  ^^**  *^  *  person  was  lessee  for  years,  the  reversion  for 
Newman,  life  to  A.  a  feme  coveite,  and  the  lessee  granted  his  estate  to  the 
Appendix.  '  husbaud ;  and  after  the  feme  died,  the  term  was  not  extinct,  be- 
Memrli^a  ^^^^^  ^^^  husband  had  the  estates  in  several  rights,  for  the 
Vol*  VI.           freehold  was  in  the  wife,  and  the  husband  only  seised  in  her 

right.] 

1  Inst.  d3a.  b.        36.  Lord  Coke  lays  it  down,  that  a  man  may  have  a  freehold 

in  his  own  right,  and  a  term  in  autre  droit.  Therefore,  if  a  man 
lessor  takes  the  feme  lessee  to  wife,  the  term  is  not  drowned: 

Bac.  Ab.  Tit.     but  he  is  possessed  of  it  in  her  right,  during  the  coverture.   The 

reason  of  this  doctrine  is  thus  given  by  Gilbert : — '*  The  tcnn 
being  existing  in  the  feme  till  the  intermarriage,  is  not  therebj 
so  drawn  out  of  her,  or  annexed  to  the  freehold,  as  to  merge 
therein ;  because  that  attraction,  which  is  only  by  act  of  law, 
consequent  upon  the  marriage,  would,  by  merging  the  term,  do 
wrong  to  a  feme  covert ;  and  so  take  the  term  out  of  her,  though 
her  husband  did  no  express  act  to  that  purpose ;  which  the  law 
will  not  allow.'' 

37.  [It  is  correctly  stated  by  Mr.  Preston,  in  bis  valoabie 
Treatise  on  Merger,  that  the  true  distinction  established  by  the 
cases  is  not  generally  that  there  will  not  be  any  merger,  becaose 
the  two  estates  are  held  in  different  rights,  or  because  the  free* 
hold  is  held  by  the  owner  of  the  term  in  his  own  right,  and  the 
term  in  autre  droit.  The  leading  distinctions  stated  by  him  on  the 
law  of  merger,  as  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  present  title, 
are  in  a  great  measure  comprehended  in  the  propositions  con- 
tained in  the  five  following  sections  : 


Leaie  R. 
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38.  When  estates  meet  in  the  same  person,  either  by  act  of  Lee's  case, 
law,  or  by  act  of  the  party,  and  he  holds  both  in  his  own  right,  chamberlain  ». 
merger  takes  place ;  as  where  the  reversion  in  fee  descends  upon,  f  J^^^^  ^^ 

or  is  purchased  by.  the  lessee — for  nemo  potest  esse  dondnus  et  Doe  v.  Walker, 

^  J'  ^  SBam.&C.S. 

tenens. 

39.  When  estates,  held  in  different  rights,  meet  in  the  same  ^oo.  171. 

4  LeoQ.  38* 

person,  by  act  of  the  party,  merger  will  take  place ;  as  where  i  RouAbrJ»34. 
the  husband,  holding  the  term  in  right  of  his  wife,  purchases  £^J)^br.  Tit. 
the  reversion ;  or  where  an  executor  has  a  term  in  right  of  his  *j*?54*'* 
testator,  and  purchases  the  reversion ;  but  in  the  latter  case  the  Extingoiih. 
term,  though  merged,  continues  assets.  1T.Ray1n.520. 

40.  When  estates,  held  in  different  rights,  meet  in  the  same  2  RoU.  R.  472. 
person,  by  operation  of  law,  merger  does  not  take  place :  as  in 

the  case  of  marriage,  where  a  woman,  being  a  termor,  marries 

the  reversioner,  the  term  does  not  merge,  because  it  devolves 

upon  the  husband  by  act  of  law.    Again,  in  the  instance  of  iiQgt.338.  b. 

descent,  where  the  husband  termor  marries,  and  aftei*wards  the  S^?'4^'-   ^ 

'  Title  Lease  R. 

reversion  descends  upon  his  wife.     So  with  respect  to  curtesy,  Piatt  v.  sieap, 
when  lessee  for  60  years  marries  the  reversioner,  who  afterwards 
dies  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  the  term  will  continue, 
during  the  wife's  life,  while  the  husband  is  seised  in  her  right ; 
and  it  should  seem  also,  after  her  death,  while  he  is  tenant  by  1  Bulst.  lis. 
the  curtesy;  although  a  doubt  has  been  intimated  as  to  the  piattr.sleap^ 
latter  point.    Again,  in  the  case  of  executor  or  administrator,  ^''T?** 
where  lessor  has  the  freehold  in  his  own  right,  and  the  term  Lease,  R. 
devolves  upon  him  as  executor  or  administrator  of  the  lessee.  ^ 

41.  It  should  seem,  however,  that  the  proposition  contained 
in  section  39,  must  be  taken  with  the  following  qualification  : — 
That  when  several  estates  meet,  in  the  same  person,  and  are  held 

in  different  rights,  merger  will  not  take  place,  unless  the  power  Licbden  o. 
of  alienation  of  the  person,  in  whom  they  meet,  extends  to  both  2Roii.ReF!472. 

£8utte8. 

42.  The  application  of  this  last  doctrine  betwen  husband  and 
wife,  when  the  husband  is  seised  of  an  estate  of  freehold  in  right 

of  his  wife,  is  obvious.    Upon  this  subject,  the  author  before-  Stephaisv. 
mentioned,  makes  the  following  observation : — '*  That  the  estate  \  LeT.%. 
of  freehold  of  the  wife  cannot  merge,  is  a  consequence  flowing 
from  an  absence  of  a  right  in  the  husband  to  alien  that  estate. 
It  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  husband  cannot,  in  virtue  of  his 
naarital  right,  dispose  of  his  wife's  freehold,  so  as  to  preclude  her 
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from  remiming  her  estate  on  his  death.  It  would  be  abrord, 
then,  in  the  law  to  sujBTer  the  husband  to  defeat  the  wife  of  hei 
estate  by  indirect  means,  when  it  denies  to  him  the  priTilegeof 
doing  it  by  alienation  in  express  terms.'* 

43.  It  was  for  some  time  doabtfnl^  whether  one  estate  for 
years  would  merge  in  another  estate  in  reversion  of  the  same  de- 
nomination. The  cases  are  ably  discussed  in  Mr.  Prettm't 
work,  wherein  he  considers  the  proposition  established  in  the 
affirmatiye.  The  point  is  now  settled  by  the  recent  case  of 
Stephens  v.  Bridges. 

44.  In  that  case  one  mortgage  term  of  1000  years  waa  created 
in  1720,  and  another  for  500  years  in  the  same  premises  in  1725. 
The  term  of  1000  years  vested  in  A.  subject  to  the  debt  chaiged 
thereon,  and  upon  her  death  deyolyed  upon  her  executors,  who, 
in  1780,  took  an  assignment  of  the  500  years'  term,  with  the  debt 
due  thereon.  In  1785,  the  executors  assigned  both  tenns  to 
trustees,  on  the  marriage  of  the  legatee,  entitled  to  them  under 
A.'s  wilL  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  held  that  the  1000  yean  teem 
merged  in  the  reversionary  term  for  500  years. 

45.  It  may  be  here  remarked,  that  the  less  estate  must  al- 
ways merge  in  the  greater,  that  is,  greater  in  quality ;  and,  with 
reference  to  the  subject  of  the  present  title,  it  must  be  remem- 

■ 

bered,  that  the  term  is  not,  for  the  purposes  of  merger,  coosh 
dered  greater,  according  to  the  extent  of  its  possible  duration  or 
numerical  quantity,  but  from  its  being  the  term  in  reveiaioo: 
this  is  proved  by  the  preceding  case.] 

46.  The  statute  of  uses  expressly  saves  the  rights  of  the 
feoffees  to  uses ;  which  preserves  from  merger  any  terms  fo 
years  that  may  be  vested  in  persons  to  whom  the  lands  are  cod* 
veyed  to  uses. 

47.  A  court  of  equity  will  in  some  cases  relieve  against  the 
merger  of  a  term,  and  make  it  answer  the  purposes  for  which  it 
was  created. 

48.  A  portion  was  directed  to  be  raised  out  of  a  term  for  yean, 
for  a  daughter.  The  fee  afterwards  descended  on  the  daughter, 
who,  being  under  age,  devised  the  portion.  The  Court  relieved 
against  the  merger  of  the  term,  and  decreed  the  portion  to  go 
according  to  the  will  of  the  daughter.(6) 


(h)  [Upon  the  subject  of  this  and  the  ten  preoediog  sections,  eee  Tit.  99,  tiM  cbapv 
on  Merger,  by  the  Editor.] 
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49.  A  person  having  a  term  of  one  thousand  years,  assigned  Saunders  v. 
it  to  the  owner  of  the  mhentance,  m  trust  for  his  wife  and  Finch.  424. 
children ;  the  assignee  accepted  the  trust,  and  declared  the  pur-  qqq^^^' 
poses  of  it   The  Court  of  Chancery  supported  the  trusty  notwith- 
standing the  merger  of  the  term ;  and  decreed  the  heir  of  the 
lessor  to  make  a  further  assurance  of  the  residue  of  the  term  to 
a  purchaser. 

60.  If,  however,  a  tenant  for  years  attempts  to  create  a  greater  How  forfeited. 
interest  than  he  lawfully  can,  whereby  the  estate  in  remainder  i  in8t.25i.b. 
or  reversion  is  divested,  it  will  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  cro.'£liz.d23. 
estate.    And  Lord  Coke  says,  if  tenant  for  life  or  years,  the 
remainder  or  reversion  in  the  king,  make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  this 
is  a  forfeiture,  and  yet  no  reversion  or  remainder  is  divested  out 
of  the  king.     For  the  reason  of  the  forfeiture  is,  in  respect  to 
the  solemnity  of  the  feoffn^ent  with  livery,  tending  to  the  king's 
disherison. 

51.  But  where  a  tenant  for  years  makes  a  lease  for  a  longer  i  Salk.  187. 
term  than  he  has,  it  is  no  disseisin,  nor  forfeiture ;  because  it  is 
only  a  contract  between  him  and  his  lessee,  which  does  not  ope- 
rate on  the  interests  of  the  lessor. 

62.  If  a  husband  possessed  of  a  term  for  years,  in  right  of  his  i  RoU.  Ab.85i. 
wife,  forfeits  it,  this  shall  bind  the  wife,  because  he  might  have 

disposed  of  it  at  his  pleasure. 

63.  An  estate  for  years  is  not  forfeited,  if  the  person  in  re-  6Rep.i5.  a. 
mainder  or  reversion  is  a  party  to  the  conveyance :  for  in  that 

case  each  person  transfers  only  what  he  may  lawfully  alien. 

64.  With  respect  to  forfeitures  by  matter  of  record,  it  may  be  Tit.3.c.i.s.37. 
laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  every  act  by  matter  of  record, 

which  operates  as  a  forfeiture  of  an  estate  for  life,  will  also  ope- 
rate as  a  forfeiture  of  an  estate  for  years. 
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Section  I. 

Description  of.    ''  TENANT  at  will^  (says  Littleton,  s.  68.)  is  where  lands  or  tsM- 

ments  are  let  by  one  man  to  another,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him 
at  the  will  of  the  lessor,  by  force  of  which  lease  the  lessee  is  in 
possession.  In  this  case  the  lessee  is  called  tenant  at  will,  be- 
cause he  hath  no  certain  or  sure  estate ;  for  the  lessor  may  pat 
him  out  at  what  time  it  pleaseth  him." 

s^  Q2.  2*  Littleton  also  says  that  if  a  man  lets  lands  to  another,  to 

have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  to  his  heirs,  at  the  will  of  the  les- 
sor ;  the  words  to  the  heirs  of  the  lessee  are  void ;  for  if  the 
lessee  dies,  and  the  heir  enters,  the  lessor  shall  have  an  action  of 
trespass  against  him. 
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3.  An  estate  at  will  may  arise  by  implication,  as  well  as  by  May  arise  by 
express  words.    Thus  if  a  tenant  for  years  holds  over  his  term,  iovin!Ab!'400. 
and  continues  to  pay  his  rent  as  before,  such  payment  and  ac- 
ceptance of  rent  creates  an  estate  at  will.     So  where  a  person  Lius.70. 
makes  a  feoffment,  and  delivers  the  deed  to  the  feoffee,  without 

giving  him  livery  of  seisin,  and  the  feoffee  enters,  he  becomes  te- 
nant at  will.    And  in  a  modern  case  it  was  held  that  where  a  Deno  v.  Feam- 
person  entered,  and  enjoyed  lands  under  a  lease  that  was  void,  ^^175, 
paying  rent,  he  was  tenant  at  will. 

[So  also  it  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion  that  a  person  enter-  Hegan  d.  John- 
ing  under  an  agreement  for  a  lease  must  be  considered  a  tenant  j48.  Dunk  v. 
at  will,  bat  the  point  is  not  free  from  doubt.  A^Bani'&  AM 

And  upon  similar  principles  a  person  entering  under  a  con-  322.  Doe  v. 
tract  for  the  purchase  of  an  estate  with  the  consent  of  the  ven*  1  surk.'doe. 
dor,  must  be  deemed  a  tenant  at  will.  Jl^S*^'  ?fi^' 

'  ,  ^  13  East.  210. 

In  both  the  preceding  cases  the  possession  of  the  tenant  must  Doe «.  Jackson, 

be  referred  either  to  a  legal  or  adverse  title ;  but  as  the  entry  is  443.  boe  v. 

with  the  consent  of  the  person  entitled  to  tlie  possession,  it  can-  3^^81110  8 
not  be  considered  adverse ;  and  as  the  agreement  confers  no 
legal  title,  the  only  alternative  seems  to  be,  that  the  person  in 
possession,  must  by  construction  of  law,  be  considered  tenant  at 
will. 

4.  Where  an  estate  is  in  mortgage,  and  the  mortgage  deed  Or  by  deed. 
contains  the  usual  clause,  that  the  mortgagor  shall  hold  until 
defiiult  in  payment  of  principal  or  interest,  the  mortgagor,  while  Powseieyr. 
he  continues  in  the  actual  possession  under  this  agreement,  crofjac^efio. 
would,  it  seems,  be  considered  tenant  for  years,  or  from  year  to  ^a^ct.  16. 
year.    After  default,  if  the  mortgagor  continues  in  actual  poa-  -^^^^^ 
session,  and  there  is  no  new  agreement  between  the  parties,  he  ^i<-'605,  n.(a). 
is,  until  payment  of  interest  or  other  recognition  of  the  tenancy,  lb.  687. 

-  /p  Doev.Maisev. 

tenant  by  sufferance.  8  B.  &  c.  767. 

If  the  mortgage  deed  does  not  contain  any  clause  that  the  Bi^g^*4dL^'  ^ 

mor^gor  shall  hold  until  default,  and  the  mortgagor  continues  ^^-  2-  <»•  i«  2* 

in  actual  possession,  he  is  tenant  at  will.]  Dougl.  22.  ^''' 

5.  As  the  tenant  at  will  acquires  the  possession  by  the  con-  Lit. «.  132.460« 
sent  of  the  owner,  there  is  a  privity  of  estate  between  them ;  but  ^^'  ^^^'  ^' 
-no  fealty  is  due. 

6.  Lord  Coke  says,  every  lease  at  will  must  in  law  be  at  the  is  at  the  will  of 
-will  of  both  parties;  therefore  where  a  lease  is  made,  to  have  1  instTss.  sL 
nnd  to  hold  at  the  will  of  the  lessor,  the  law  implies  it  to  be  at 

R  2       * 
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Not  granUble 

over. 

1  iDSt.  57.  a. 


Blanden  v. 

Baugh, 

Cro.  Car.  302. 


This  tenant 
soroetimea 
entitled  to 
emblements. 
Lit.  8.  68. 
5  Rep.  116. 
Gland's  case, 
Idem. 


Cannot  commit 

waste. 

1  lost.  57.  a. 


Tit.  3.  c.  2. 

Lit.  s.  71. 
Lady  Shrews- 
bury's rase, 
5  Rep.  13.  b. 

AVhat  deter- 
mines this 
estate. 
1  Inst.  55  b. 
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the  will  of  the  lessee  also.  So  it  is  when  the  lease  is  made  to 
have  and  to  hold  at  the  will  of  the  lessee,  this  must  also  be  at 
the  will  of  the  lessor. 

7.  A  tenant  at  will  has  no  certain  and  indefeasible  estate, 
nothing  that  can  be  granted  by  him  to  a  third  person ;  becaoae 
the  lessor  may  determine  his  will,  and  put  him  out,  whencTer  he 
pleases.  Therefore  if  a  tenant  at  will  assigns  over  his  estate  to 
another,  who  enters  on  the  land,  he  is  a  disseisor,  and  the  laiid- 
lord  may  have  an  action  of  trespass  against  him. 

8.  A  lessee  at  will  made  a  lease  for  years,  and  the  lessor  en- 
tered. Resolved  on  solemn  argument,  1.  That  this  wasoolya 
disseisin  at  election,  and  not  prima  fade.  2.  That  admitting  it 
to  be  a  disseisin,  the  lessee  at  will,  not  the  lessee  for  years,  was 
the  disseisor,  and  had  gained  the  freehold. 

9.  Where  an  estate  at  will  is  determined  by  the  lessor,  the 
tenant  is  entitled  to  the  corn  sown,  and  other  emblemeots. 
Otherwise  where  the  estate  is  determined  by  the  lessee. 

10.  If  a  persob  makes  a  lease  at  will,  and  is  afterwards  oot- 
lawed,  by  which  the  will  is  determined,  the  king  shall  have  the 
profits ;  yet  the  lessee  at  will  shall  have  the  com  that  was  sown* 
But  if  a  lessee  at  will  be  outlawed,  the  king  shall  have  the 
emblements. 

11.  Tenants  at  will  have  no  power  of  committing  any  kind  of 
voluntary  waste ;  for  if  a  tenant  of  this  kind  cuts  down  timba 
trees,  or  pulls  down  houses,  the  lessor  may  bring  an  action  of 
trespass  against  him.  But  such  tenants  not  being  within  the 
statute  of  Gloucester,  no  action  of  waste  {a)  lies  against  theo. 
And  as  to  permissive  waste,  there  is  no  remedy  against  theiDr 
for  they  are  not  bound  to  repair  or  sustain  houses,  like  tenants 
for  years. 

12.  With  respect  to  the  acts  which  amount  to  a  detenunir 
tion  of  an  estate  at  will,  on  either  side,  the  first  and  most  ob- 
vious mode  of  determining  it  by  the  lessor,  is  an  express  decbr- 

(a)  [The  writ  of  waste  among  many  others,  is  abolished  after  the  1st  day  of  JanelSSS. 
by  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  ss.  36. 37.  except  in  cases  provided  for  by  s.  38.  ibtis> 
when  on  the  above  day  any  person,  whose  right  of  action  shall  be  taken  awaybyteot 
cast,  discontinuance  or  warranty,  might  maintain  such  writ,  &c.  then  such  writ,  &c 
be  brought  after  the  above  day,  but  only  within  the  period  during  which  an  entiy 
have  been  made  under  the  act,  if  such  right  of  entry  had  not  been  taken  away. 

This  exception  should  be  added  to  the  notes  on  pages  26, 38, 52, 120, 135,14l» 
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aiion  that  the  lessee  shall  hold  no  longer ;  which  must  either  be 
made  on  the  land,  or  else  notice  of  it  given  to  the  lessee. 

13.  Any  act  of  ownership,  exercised  by  the  landlord,  which  is  idem, 
inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  this  estate,  will  also  operate  as  a 
determination  of  it    Thus  if  he  enters  on  the  land,  and  cnts 
down  trees  demised,  or  makes  a  feoffment,  or  a  lease  for  years  to 
commence  immediately,  the  estate  at  will  is  thereby  determined. 

On  the  other  side,  any  act  of  desertion,  or  which  is  inconsistent  i  jnst.  S5  b. 
with  this  estate,  done  by  the  tenant,  will  also  operate  as  a  deter-  ^^  ^* 
mination  of  the  estate.  Thus  if  the  tenant  assigns  over  the  land 
to  another,  or  commits  an  act  of  waste,  his  estate  is  thereby  de- 
termined. But  a  verbal  declaration  by  the  lessee  that  he  will 
not  hold  the  lands  any  longer,  does  not  determine  the  estate^ 
unless  he  also  waives  the  possession.  (6) 

14.  Neither  party  can  determine  an  estate  at  will  at  a  time  iinst.65b. 
which  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  other.    Therefore  if  the  lessee  Leighton  «. 
determines  his  will  before  the  day  on  which  the  rent  becomes  1}^^^*  V^- 

^  Raym.  707. 

due,  he  must  notwithstanding  pay  it  up  to  that  time.  And  if 
the  lessor  determines  his  will  before  the  rent  is  due,  he  loses  it. 
Bat  if  either  party  die  before  the  rent  is  due,  this  act  of  God 
shall  not  be  productive  of  any  injury ;  for  the  lease,  if  it  be  a 
house,  shall  continue  till  the  next  rent  day;  and  if  it  be  of 
lands,  commencing  at  Michaelmas,  it  shall  continue  till  the  Sum- 
mer profits  are  received  by  the  representatives  of  the  tenant. 

15.  It  has  been  settled  by  several  modem  cases  that  six  Six  months' 
months'  notice  to  quit  must  be  given  by  a  landlord  to  his  tenant  neceisary. 
at  will,  or  to  his  personal  representatives,  before  the  end  of  which 

time  an  ejectment  will  not  lie. 

16.  The  courts  of  law  have  of  late  years  leaned  as  much  as  Tenancies  from 

,  ,      veer  to  yeAf* 

possible  against  construing  demises,  where  no  certain  term  is 

mentioned,  to  be  estates  at  will :  but  have  rather  held  them  to 

be  tenancies  from  year  to  year,  as  long  as  both  parties  please ; 

especially  where  an  annual  rent  is  reserved.    And  in  a  modern 

case  Mr.  Justice  Wilmot  said   that,    '*  In  the  country  leases  3  Burr.R.i609. 

at   will,  in  the  strict  legal  notion   of  an  estate  at  will,  being 

found  extremely  inconvenient,  exist  only  notionally,  and  were 

<6)  [In  Doe  o.  Price,  9  Bing.  356,  the  Court  of  C.  B.  decided  that  a  letter  to  the 
fbUowing  eflect  from  the  owner  to  the  tenant  at  will,  or  from  the  agent  of  one  to  the 
agent  of  the  other,  is  a  sufficient  determination  of  the  will.  '*  Unless  you  pay  what  you 
owe  me  I  shall  take  immediate  measures  to  recover  possession  of  the  property.*'] 
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succeeded  by  another  species  of  cootraci  which  was  less  ia 
1  init  55  a.      convenient.''    Mr.  Haroraye  has   remarked  on  this  passage, 

that  it  means,  not  that  estates  at  will  may  not  arise  now,  as 
well  as  formerly,  but  only  that  it  is  no  longer  usual  to  aeate 
such  estates  by  express  words,  and  that  the  judges  indini 
strongly  against  implying  them. 
Ante,  s.  5.  .  17.  A  tenant  from  year  to  year  haying  acquired  the  posaosMon 
Lit  s.  4$0.        by  the  consent  of  the  owner*  as  well  as  tenant  at  will,  there  is  a 

privity  of  estate  between  them. 

18.  A  general  parole  demise  at  an  annual  rent,  where  the  bolk 

of  the  farm  was  inclosed,  and  a  small  part  in  open  common  fields, 

was  held  to  be  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

Roe  V.  Reeii»  19.  An  ejectment  was  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of  a 

xni.  farm  of  about  sixty  acres  of  land,  of  which  fifty-one  were  endoaed, 

and  the  rest  lay  in  open  fields.  The  taking  was  from  Old  Lady- 
day,  1767,  without  any  fixed  term,  at  402.  a-year  rent,  payable  at 
Michaelmas  and  Ladyday.  It  was  proved  that  a  custom  pie- 
vailed,  where  a  tenant  took  a  farm  in  that  township,  of  whick 
part  consisted  of  open  common  field,  f<^  an  uncertain  term,  thai 
it  should  be  considered  as  a  holding  from  three  years  to  time 
years. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  said,  that  all  leases  for  unoeriaia 
terms  were,  primd  fade,  leases  at  will :  that  the  reservation  of 
an  annual  rent  turned  them  into  leases  jfrom  year  to  year.  It  was 
possible  that  circumstances  might  make  it  a  lease  for  a  longer 
term,  as  when  the  crop  did  not  come  to  perfection  in  less  dna 
two  years.  And  he  would  not  say  that  the  nature  of  the  groand 
or  the  course  of  husbandry,  might  not  deserve  to  be  considered, 
when  such  a  custom  came  nakedly  before  the  Court.  As  acusr 
torn,  the  claim  could  not  be  supported ;  therefore  it  was  a  ksse 
from  year  to  year. 

Doev.Weller         ^^'  W*®"^  ^  tenant  for  life  granted  a  lease  for  years,  wkicfc 
7TennR.  478.  was  void  against  the  remaioder*man,  and  the  latter  before  be 

elected  to  avoid  it,  received  rent  from  the  tenant ;  it  was  heU  te 

be  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 
Doe  O.Bell  ^^'  ^1*®^^  *"  agreement  for  a  longer  term  than  three  yean 

6  Term  R.  471.  ig  made  by  parol,  which  is  void,  as  to  the  duration  of  the  term, 

Tit*  32  c  3.  1/   »  '  ' 

by  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  there  is  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  • 
regulated  in  every  other  respect  by  the  agreement. 
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22.  In  a  subseqoent  caae,  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  de-  ciavton  v. 
fendant  had  held  the  premiaes  for  two  or  three  yeurs^  under  a  g  !|^'  j^.  3. 
pande  demise  for  twenty-one  years :  this  being  void  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  it  was  contended  at  the  trial  diat  the  holding 
dicMild  have  been  stated  according  to  the  legal  operation  of  it,  as 
a  tenaney  at  will.  Mr.  Justice  Rooke  considering  it  as  a  tenancy 
firom  year  to  year,  over-ruled  the  objection.  Upon  a  motion  to 
set  aside  the  verdict,  on  the  ground  of  a  misdirection,  Lcxd 
Kenyon  said  the  direction  was  right ;  for  such  a  holding  now 
operated  as  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year.  The  meaning  of  the 
Statute  of  Frands  was,  that  such  an  agreement  should  not  operate 
as  a  term*  But  what  was  then  considered  as  a  tenancy  at  will, 
had  since  been  propeily  construed  to  enure  as  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year. 

23.  Where  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  has  once  commenced.  Bind  the  per- 
it  continues  against  any  person  to  whom  the  lessor  atterwards  .ion, 
grants  the  reversion*    And  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  has  said — *' It  Birch ». 
would  be  unjust  to  a  tenant  to  say  he  should  be  turned  out  by  1  xenn'R.  378. 
the  assignee  of  a  reversion,  or  by  any  person  claiming  under  his 
lessor,  when  he  could  not  be  turned  out  by  the  lessor  himself. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  no  injustice,  it  is  no  hardship  on  the 
assignee,  to  say,  he  must  comply  with  the  same  rules  and  condi- 
tions, as  the  person,  of  whom  he  bought,  has  subjected  himself  Maddon  v, 
to.''    And  in  a  subsequent  case  it  was  held,  that  a  tenancy  from  2  Term  R.  159. 
year  to  year  would  continue  against  an  infant. 

24.  Tenancies  from  year  to  year  do  not  determine  by  the  death  And  devolve 
of  the  tenant,  but  devolve  to  his  executors  or  administrators. 

26.  A  person  having  an  estate  from  year  to  year  died  intes-  Doe  v.  Porter, 

1  Term  R  13. 

tate;  the  question  was,  what  interest  vested  in  his  administrator.  15  ves.  241. 

Lord  Kenyon  said  —  Whatever  chattel  the  intestate  had  must 
vest  in  the  administrator,  as  his  personal  representative.  Then 
it  was  supposed  that  some  inconveniences  might  result  from  such 
a  determination,  but  he  saw  none;  and  many  inconveniences 
might  attend  a  different  decision.  The  tenancy  from  year  to 
year  succeeded  to  the  old  tenancy  at  will,  which  was  attended 
with  many  inconveniences.  In  order  to  obviate  them,  the  Courts 
very  early  raised  an  implied  contract  for  a  year ;  and  added,  that 
the  tenant  could  not  be  removed  at  the  end  of  the  year,  without 
receiving  six  months'  previous  notice.    All  the  inconveniences 
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Rex  V.  Stone, 
6  Term  R.  295. 
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which  arose  between  the  original  parties  themsdves,  and  aguDst 
whom  the  wisdom  of  the  law  had  endeavoured  to  provide, 
by  raising  the  implied  contract^  existed  equally  in  the  case  of 
their  personal  representatives. 

26.  It  appears  from  the  preceding  case,  and  many  others,  that 
a  tenant  from  year  to  year  is  entitled  to  six  months'  notice  to 
quit,  ending  at  the  expiration  of  the  year ;  and  that  he  most  also 
give  the  landlord  the  same  notice. 

27.  [A  tenant  at  will  is  capable  of  taking  a  release  of  the  in- 
heritance after  he  has  entered  upon  the  premises,  for  he  has  thea 
an  estate ;  but  it  is  otherwise  with  a  tenant  at  sufferance,  who 
has  a  possession  but  no  privity.  The  estate  of  a  tenant  at  will 
cannot  be  the  foundation  of  a  remainder.] 
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Section  I. 

'' Tenant  at  sufferance,  (says  Lord  Coke)  is  he  that  at  first  DeKription of . 
came  in  by  lawful  demise,  and  after  his  estate  ended  continueth  ^^' 
in  possession;  and  wrongfully  boldeth  over."  Thus,  where  a 
tenant  pour  outer  vie,  continues  in  possession  after  the  death  of 
cestui  que  vie,  or  a  tenant  for  years  holds  over  his  term,  they  be- 
come tenants  at  sufferance.  So  where  a  person  makes  a  lease 
at  will,  and  dieSj  the  estate  is  thereby  determined ;  and  if  the 
lessee  continues  in  possession,  he  is  tenant  at  sufferance. 

2.  Where  a  man  comes  to  a  particular  estate  by  the  act  of  iiiuit.57.b. 

2     13i 

the  party ;  there,  if  he  holds  over,  he  is  tenant  at  sufferance* 

But  where  he  comes  to  the  particular  estate,  by  act  in  law,  as  if  vid.fop.p.943. 

a  guardian,  after  the  full  age  of  the  heir,  continues  in  possession,  *'  ^' 

he  is  not  a  tenant  at  sufferance,  but  an  abator. 

3.  No  person  can  be  a  tenant  at  sufferance  against  the  king,  i  iDit.57.b. 
for  no  laches  can  be  imputed  to  his  majesty  in  not  entering ;  ^  '^'  ^  ' 
therefore,  if  the  king's  tenant  holds  over,  he  will  be  considered 

as  an  intruder. 

4.  There  is  no  privity  of  estate  between  a  tenant  at  sufferance, 
and  the  owner  of  the  land ;  for  this  tenant  only  holds  by  the 
laches  of  the  owner,  [so  that  there  cannot  be  a  release  from  the 
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latter  to  the  former,  which  will  operate  by  enlargement  of  his 
estate.] 

5.  Tenants  at  sufferance  were  not  liable  to  pay  any  tent,  b^ 
cause  it  was  the  folly  of  the  owners  to  suffer  them  to  continae  in 
possession  after  the  determination  of  the  preceding  estate.  Bat 
now,  by  the  statute  4  Geo.  2.  c.  28.  s.  1.  it  is  enacted,  that  where 
any  tenant  holds  over,  after  demand  made,  and  notice  in  writing 
given  for  delivering  the  possession ;  such  persons  so  holding  ofer 
shall  pay  double  the  yearly  value  of  the  lands  so  detained,  for  so 
long  time  as  the  same  are  detained ;  to  be  recovered  by  sctioo 
of  debt;  against  the  recovering  of  which  penalty  there  fthallbe 
no  relief  in  equity. 

6.  The  landlord,  by  himself,  or  by  his  agent  lawfully  satho- 
rized,  is  the  proper  person  to  give  notice.  But  it  was  held,  in  a 
modem  case,  that  a  receiver,  appointed  by  the  CSoort  of  Chan- 
cery, is  an  agent  for  the  landlord,  authorized  by  this  act  to  giw 
a  tenant  notice  to  quit  the  premises ;  and  that  a  notice  in  writing 
to  quit  is  of  itself  a  sufficient  demand. 

7.  A  notice  to  quit  under  this  statute  may  be  given  previoos 
to  die  expiration  of  the  lease  under  which  the  tenant  holds  the 
lands. 

8.  Lands  were  leased  from  the  10th  October,  1763,  for  eferen 
years.  The  person  entitled  to  the  reTeraioQ  gave  a  written 
notice  to  the  tenant  on  the  30th  September,  1773,  and  again 
repeated  the  like  notice  on  the  7th  October,  1774,  or  to  pif 
double  value.  On  the  10th  October,  the  reversioner  went  on 
the  premises,  and  demanded  possession,  which  was  refused. 

In  an  action  for  double  value,  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  A  motion  was  made  fcHr  a  new  trial.  Because,  L  By 
the  statute  4  Geo.  2.  notice  to  quit  must  be  given  after,  and  no^ 
before,  the  expiration  of  Ae  term.  2.  The  lease  did  not  expnt 
till  midnight,  and  possession  was  demanded  in  the  preceding 
aftemoon. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  was  of  opinion,  ihal  the  notice  to 
quit  might  be  previous  to  the  expiration  of  tlie  term.  U  pR- 
vented  surprise,  and  was  most  for  the  benefit  of  both  laodloid 
and  tenant.  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone  said,  that  a  molice  or  reqiu- 
aitioa  to  the  toiant  toquit  at  the  end  of  his  teni,  imphed  that 
it  must  be  previous.  It  would  be  absurd,  because  impossible  to 
be  complied  with,  to  require  after  the  expiration  of  the  tetiD 
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that  the  tenant  should  quit  at  the  expiration. — ^The  motion  was 
refused. 

9.  Although  a  landlord,  after  bringing  an  ejectment,  and  Aco^unoeof 
after  the  time  laid  in  the  demise,  should  agree  to  accept  the  sin-  bar^tol^i^. 
gle,  instead  of  the  double  rent,  to  which  by  the  statute  he  is  en- 
titled ;  yet  he  will  not  be  thereby  precluded  from  recovering  in 

the  ejectment 

10.  It  was  held,  in  a  modem  case,  that  where  a  demise  is  for  Cobbv.  Stokes, 
a  certain  time,  no  notice  to  quit  is  necessary  at  or  before  the  end 

of  the  term,  to  put  an  end  to  the  tenancy.  That  a  demand  of 
possession,  and  notice  in  writing,  &c.  are  necessary  to  entitle  the 
landlord  to  double  rent  or  value.  That  such  demand  may  be 
made  for  that  purpose  six  weeks  afterwards,  if  the  landlord  have 
done  no  act  in  the  mean  time  to  acknowledge  the  continuation 
of  the  tenancy;  and  he  will  thereupon  be  entitled  to  double 
value,  as  from  the  time  of  such  demand,  if  the  tenant  holds 
over. 

11.  By  the  stat.  11  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  s.  18.  reciting  that  great  in-  Tenants  giving 
convenience  had  happened  to  landlords,  whose  tenants  had  ^^lai^'^ 
power  to  determine  their  leases,  by  their  giving  notice  to  quit,  over,  to  pay 

.  m        \         double  rent. 

and  yet  refusing  to  deliver  up  the  possession,  when  the  landlord 
hath  agreed  with  another  tenant  for  the  same ;  it  is  enacted — 
**  That  in  case  any  tenant  or  tenants  shall  give  notice  of  his,  her, 
or  their  intention  to  quit  the  premises  by  him,  her,  or  them 
holden,  at  a  time  mentioned  in  such  notice,  and  shall  not  accord- 
ingly deliver  up  the  possession  thereof  at  the  time  in  such  notice 
contained ;  that  then  the  said  tenant  or  tenants,  his,  her,  or 
their  executors  or  administrators,  shall  from  thenceforward  pay 
to  the  landlord  or  landlords,  lessor  or  lessors,  double  the  rent  or 
sum  which  he,  she,  or  they  should  otherwise  have  paid." 

12.  It  was  resolved  in  a  modem  case,  that  this  act  is  not  Timmins  v. 
confined  to  those  tenants  who  have  a  clause  in  their  leases  i  Black.  R!5d3. 
enabling  them  to  quit  at  the  end  of  seven,  eleven,  or  fourteen  ^®"'"  ^®^* 
years,  upon  giving  notice ;  but  also  to  parol  leases  for  a  year. 

And  that  a  parol  notice  was  sufiicient,  because  the  statute  did  not 
reqiiire  a  written  one. 

13.  [By  the  stat.  1  Geo.  4.  c.  87.  various  provisions  are  made 
for  enabling  landlords  more  speedily  to  recover  possession  of 
lands  and  tenements  unlawfully  held  over  by  tenants. 
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6  Bar.  &  Aid.         14.  Iq  Doe  ▼.  Roe  it  was  decided,  that  a  tenancy  by  vittue 

of  an  agreement  in  writings  for  three  months  certain,  is  a  tenancy 
**  for  a  term/'  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  acts.  But  where 
a  tenant  holds  from  year  to  year,  bat  without  a  lease  or  agree- 

lb.  770.  ment  in  writing,  it  is  not  a  case  within  the  first  section  of 

tbe  act. 
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Section  I. 

We  now  come  to  treat  of  those  estates  which  are  derived  from 
immemorial  custom  and  usage,  and  called  copyholds.  But  hav- 
ing already  discussed  the  origin  and  nature  of  copyhold  tenures,  Dias.  c.  3« 
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it  will  here  only  be  necessary  to  consider  the  properties  of,  and 
incidents  to,  the  estates  thus  held. 

2.  ''  Tenant  by  copy  of  court  roll  (says  Littleton,  s.  73.)  is,  as 

Description  of.    if  a  man  be  seised  of  a  manor,  within  which  manor  there  is  a 

custom,  which  hath  been  made  time  out  of  mind  of  man,  that 
certain  tenants  within  the  same  manor  have  used  to  have  lands 
and  tenements,  to  hold  to  them  and  their  heirs  in  fee  simple,  or 
fee  tail,  or  for  term  of  life,  &c.  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  same  manor." 

Cro.Jac.559.        3.  A  copyhold  estate  may  therefore  be  described  to  be  a 

Carth.  428.        parcel  of  the  demesnes  of  a  manor,  held  at  the  will  of  the  lord, 

according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  by  a  grant  from  the  lord, 
and  an  admittance  of  the  tenant,  entered  on  the  rolls  of  the 
Manor  Court. 

4.  The  title  of  copyholders  to  their  estates  was  originally 
deemed  so  precarious,  that  it  was  held  in  the  reign  of  Edward 

Lit.  s.  77.  IV.  that  if  the  lord  ousted  his  copyholder,  he  had  no  other  re- 

^'  medy  but  to  sue  him  by  petition.    It  was,  however,  laid  down 

by  Danby,  Chief  Justice  of  the  C.  B*  in  7  Edw.  4.  and  by  his 

successor,  that  a  copyholder,  observing  the  customs  of  the  manor, 

and  performing  his  services,  should,  if  put  out  by  the  lord,  have 

9  ^^*  ^*  \     ^^  action  of  trespass  against  him.    A  doctrine  which  has  long 

been  fully  established  ;  for,  as  Lord  Coke  says,  ''  albeit  be  is 
tenant  ad  voluntatem  dotnini;  yet  it  is  secundum  consuetudintm 
maneriu'^  % 

6.  Copyhold  estates  are,  however,  still  said  to  be  held  at  the 
will  of  the  lord ;  and  this  position  is  so  far  true,  that  the  freehold 
of  all  lands  held  by  this  tenure  is  vested  in  the  lord.  The  copy- 
holder's estate  is  not  so  great  as  even  an  estate  for  years.  The 
will  of  the  lord  is  not  however  arbitrary,  as  it  formerly  was,  but 
must  be  conformable  to  the  customs  of  the  manor. 

Free  copyholds,  6.  It  has  been  already  stated  that  there  is  a  species  of  copy- 

fredboM™"^  hold  which  is  held  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  not  at 

Diu.  c.  3.  the  will  of  the  lord  ;  called  a  free  copyhold,  or  customary  free- 

Hai,3Buir/  hold.    And  it  was  formerly  held   that  the  freehold  of  these 

1273 

Roe  o.  CoaoUji  ^^^tes  was  in  the  tenant,  from  which  they  acquired  the  appella- 
6  East.  61.        tion  of  customary  freeholds ;  but  it  is  now  fully  settled  that  the 

freehold  is  in  the  lord* 

7.  At  the  great  election  for  Oxfordshire,  in  the  year  1754,  a 
question  arose  whether  free  copyholders,  holding  according  to 
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the  cvstom  of  the  manor,  and  not  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  were 
entitled  to  vote.  Sir  WilHam  Blaekstone  wrote  a  tract  on  this 
sttbject,  intituled  Consideraiums  on  Copyholders,  in  which  he 
eontends  that  copyholders  of  this  kind  w€re  not,  by  the  old  law, 
entitled  to  vote  for  knights  of  the  shire ;  because  they  were  in 
fact  Tillein  sockmen,  whose  services  were  base  and  servile,  though 
reduced  to  a  certainty ;  and  therefore  their  estates  were  not  com- 
prised under  the  denomination  of  free  lands  or  tenements,  or 
fipeehold,  vrithin  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  8  Hen.  6.  c.  7. ; 
and  this  opinion  is  established  as  law  by  the  statute  31  Qeo.  2. 
c.  14.  which  enacts,  that  no  person  who  holds  his  estate  by  copy 
of  court  rdl,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election  of  a  knight 
of  the  shire. 

8.  In  Doe  v.  Danvers,  the  estate  was  held  of  the  manor  of  7  East.  299. 
Stepney,  Middlesex ;  it  was  demisable  only  by  the  licence  of 

the  lord,  passing  by  surrender  and  admittance,  to  which  the 
tenant  was  admitted  by  the  description  of  a  customary  tenant, 
hAendwn  to  the  grantee  and  his  heirs,  tenendum  of  the  lord  by 
the  rod,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  by  the  accus- 
tomed rent,  suit  of  court,  customs,  and  other  services )  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  held  the  freehold  was  in  the  lord. 

9.  [There  is  another  description  of  customary  freeholds  to  be  When  tkefree« 
distinguished  from  those  alluded  to  by  the  author  in  the  three 
preceding  sections,  and  to  which  his  observation  (section  6),  that 

the  freehold  is  in  the  lord,  must  not  be  applied. 

The  local  peculiarities  of  customary  freeholds  are  almost  as 

vttrious  as  the  manors  of  which  they  are  holden ;  but  indepen* 

dently  of  these  minor  distinctions,  customary  freeholds  may  be 

divided  into  two  large  classes,  namely,  those  of  which  the  freehold 

is  in  the  hrd^  and  to  which  the  author  above  alludes,  and  which 

might  perhaps  for  distinction  be  more  properly  called  free  copy^ 

Jkoldf ;  and  those  of  which  the  freehold  is  in  the  tenant,  and 

therefore  strictly  customary  freeholds :  the  former  pass  by  mr- 

render  and  admittance,  the  latter  require  a  conv^ance  from  the 

grantor  to  the  grantee,  besides  the  admittance,  or  as  the  custom 

is  in  some  manors,  surrender  and  admittance.    The  freehold  in 

fjke  tenant  passes  by  the  conveyance  from  the  grantor  to  the 

grantee,  the  admittance  or  surrender  and  admittance  being  ne* 

oessary  only  to  mark  the  change  of  tenancy. 

The  former  of  these  two  classes  are  the  subject  of  discussion  LawTrads, 

Vol.  1.  No.  2. 
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in  Blackstone's  Considerations  on  Copyholds,  and  which  he 
considers  to  be  the  same  as  tenements  held  by  villain  socage,  as 
distinguished  from  those  in  pure  villainage  or  common  copyholds. 
They  have  a  freehold  itUerest  for  life,  in  tail,  or  in  fee,  but  not  a 
freehold  tenure;  and  the  leading  distinction  between  them,  and 
pure  copyholds  seems  to  be,  that  the  latter  are  held  at  the  will 
of  the  lord,  the  former  only  according  to  the  custom. 

10.  The  above  distinction,  which  seems  not  to  have  been  suf- 

ficienUy  noticed  will,  it  is  conceived,  tend  in  a  great  measure  to 

remove  the  apparent  confusion  and  contradiction  in  cases  and 

text  books  upon  this  subject.    In  some  of  the  cases  the  costom 

of  the  manors  of  which  the  lands  in  question  were  held  are  not 

stated,  and  the  observations  of  the  Court  and  counsel  arguemda, 

have  been  considered  general  propositions,  respecting  all  costo- 

mary  freeholds,  where  they  were  only  directed  to  the  case  b^nre 

them,  and  e  conveno.    Some  modem  authors  have  come  to  the 

conclusion,  that  the  freehold  of  all  these  customary  estates  is  in 

the  lord,  whether  they  pass  by  surrender  and  admittance,  or  by 

deed  and  admittance.     And  Lord  EUenborough,  in  Doe  e. 

Huntington,  noticed  in  section  14,  has  been  considered  to  inti- 

Co.  Liu  69.  b.    mate  the  same  opinion.     But  it  is  conceived  such  a  concluaoB 

Co.  Cop.  32.      ig  inconsistent  with  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  and  also  of  Sir 

2  Bia.Cmn.l49.  William  Blackstone,  who  expressly  says,  that  in  some  insfafMys 

Craf!  on  Cop.    ^^  freehold  is  not  in  the  lord,  but  in  the  tenant 

147.  Ed.  1762.       H.  In  most  of  the  cases  in  which  it  was  decided  that  the 

Law  Tracts,  •  , 

V(d.  1.  2.dif.    freehold  was  in  the  lord,  and  not  m  the  tenant,  it  will  be  found 

that  the  lands  passed  by  turrender  and  admittance;  while  on  the 
other  hand,  where  it  is  held,  that  the  freehold  was  in  the  temani^ 
the  lands  passed  by  conveyance  from  him  and  admittance^  or,  as 
it  is  in  some  manors,  by  conveyance,  surrender,  and  admittance, 
Carthew.  432.         12.  Of  the  former  class  were  the  lands,  in  the  case  of  Gatt  v. 

Noble,  where  it  was  decided  that  lands  of  the  manor  of  Corsham, 
Wilts,  which  passed  by  surrender  and  admittance,  and  which 
were  holden  according  to  the  custom,  but  not  at  the  witt  cf  the 
lord,  were  customary  freeholds,  and  not  copyholds. 
2  Vent.  143.  In  Rogers  v.  Bradley,  the  customary  lands  appear  lo  have 

v.0kBeld!2L<L  pt^8^  by  Surrender  and  admittance  :  but  that  case  turned  upon 
Raym.  1226.     |^  point  of  pleading,  and  nothing  is  said  in  reference  to  the  free- 
hold being  in  the  lord  or  otherwise. 
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In  Stephenson  v.  Hill,  the  lands  were  held  according  to  the  3  Buit.  1278. 
custom  of  the  manor  of  Morland,  in  Westmorland.  Lord  Mans- 
field held,  the  freehold  was  clearly  in  the  lord.  The  custom  is 
not  stated  in  the  case^  whether  these  lands  passed  by  surrender 
and  admittance,  or  by  conveyance ;  and  the  observations  of  the 
counsel,  arguendo,  seem  to  refer  generally  to  customary  freeholds 
in  the  north. 

In  Burrell  v.  Dodd.  the  lands  were  held  of  the  manor  of  Hen-  3  Bos.  &  Pall. 

378 

shaw,  in  Northumberland.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  custom, 
as  to  transfer,  whether  by  surrender  or  conveyance ;  the  point 
decided  was^  that  as  the  lands  were  not  strictly  freehold,  they 
were  not  within  the  statutes  of  partition. 

So  in  Roe  v.  Vernon,  the  lands  were  holden  according  to  the  5  East  5i. 
custom  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield,  in  Yorkshire,  demisable  by 
copy  of  court  roll,  and  passed  by  surrender  and  admittance,  but 
they  were  not  held  at  the  will  of  the  lord.  The  point  decided 
in  this  case  was,  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will  in  question,  as  the  lands,  though  not  strictly,  were  reputed 
copyholds,  they  did  not  pass  by  the  devise  of  "  freehold  lands." 

13.  The  four  preceding  cases  are  not  decisive  authdHties  either 
way,  in  support  of  the  distinction  now  under  consideration  ;  but 

the  later  case,  of  Doe  v.  Dan  vers,  before  cited  by  the  author,  sect.  8.270. 
clearly  establishes  the  point,   that  the  freehold  of  customary 
landsj  passing  by  surrender  and  admittance,  is  in  the  lord, 
though  not  held  ad  voluntatem  dominL 

The  last  case  is  Brown  v.  Rawlins,  which  decided  the  same  7  East.  409. 
point :  there  the  lands  were  held  of  Tynemouth,  in  Northumber- 
land, and  passed  by  surrender  and  admittance. 

14.  The  cases  where  the  lands  passed  by  conveyance  and  ad-  When  freehold 
mittance,  or  by  conveyance,  surrender,  and  admittance,  remain  "  *  ®  ^nant. 
to  be  noticed  ;  and  with  the  exception  of  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Hun- 
tington, they  establish  the  proposition  that  of  such  customary  4  East.  271. 
lands  the  freehold  is'in  the  tenant. 

In  that  case  the  lands  were  held  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor  of  Parton,  Micklewhaite,  &c.  Cumberland,  and  passed 
by  bargain  and  sale,  and  admittance. 

The  observations  of  Lord  £llenborough  apply  generally  to  the  lb.  288. 
customary  estates  peculiar  to  the  north  of  England  ;  he  remarks, 
they  are  not  strictly  freeholds,  and  notwithstanding  their  ano- 

VOL.  I.  s 
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malies,  fall  ander  the  considerations  of  copyholds ;  and,  after 

UW  rapn.  citing  Stephenson  v.  Hill,  and  Barrell  v.  Dodd.  he  seems  to  con- 
sider those  cases  as  establishing  a  general  propo^tioo,  that  the 
freehold  of  the  estates  to  which  he  alluded,  inclading  those  in  the 
case  before  him,  was  in  the  lord ;  a  conclusion,  which,  if  inteod- 
ed  by  his  lordship,  the  cases  do  not  authorize :  for  the  castomtry 
freehold  in  the  principal  case  differed  materially  from  those  in 

See  5  East.  82.    Stephenson  V.  HilL    As  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Host- 

ington  would  have  been  the  same,  whether  the  freehold  had  been 
in  the  lord  or  the  tenant,  it  cannot  be  considered  a  decisoiiiD 
opposition  to  the  distinction  now  under  consideration. 

In  reference  to  the  case  of  Doe  v,  Huntington,  it  may  be  far- 
ther observed,  that  there  was  no  custom  to  derise  the  laodi  bj 

3  Sim.  385.        will,  directly  nor  indirectly,  through  the  medinmof  asuneoder 

or  conveyance ;  a  circumstance  from  which  a  strong  argnme&t 
may  be  drawn,  that  the  freehold  was  in  the  tenant,  and  devisable 
according  to  the  statute  of  Frauds,  as  strict  freeholds,    hd 

Amb.301.  Hard  wick,  in  Hussey  t;.  Grills,  speaking  of  the  customary  free- 
holds in  that  case,  observes,  that  as  there  was  no  custom  to  nu^ 
render  to  the  use  of  the  will,  there  was  no  reason  to  hold  them 
out  of  the  statute :  the  decisions  in  Hussey  v.  Grills,  and  in  Willan 

3  Run.  108.      V.  Lancaster,  seem  founded  upon  the  principle  that  the  iieelioid 

was  in  the  tenant 

15.  In  Willan  v.  Lancaster,  the  lands  were  held  of  the  muMt 
of  Shap,  in  Westmorland,  and  passed  by  bargain  and  sale,  sad 
admittance.  They  were  conveyed  by  the  tenant  to  a  trustee,  m 
trust  for  such  persons  as  he  should  by  will,  duly  executed,  ap 
point.  The  tenant,  by  will  duly  executed  according  to  the  sti- 
tute,  devised  the  lands  in  question,  and  by  a  subsequent  codicil, 
unattested,  he  made  a  different  disposition  of  the  Shap  estate.  U 
was  contended,  that  in  analogy  to  copyholds,  the  estates  would 
pass  by  the  unattested  codicil ;  but  Lord  Gifford,  M.  R.  decided 
otherwise. 

1  Russ.&  Myi.       16.  The  late  case  of  Bingham  v,  Woodgate,  is  a  decisjoD  m 

support  of  the  above  distinction.  The  lands  in  that  case  were 
held  of,  and  within  the  manor  of  Muncaster :  a  conveyance  ftoB 
the  grantor  to  the  grantee  was  in  all  cases  necessary,  as  wdl  as 
a  surrender  and  admittance :  the  lord,  being  tenant  for  Ufe,  po^ 
chased  the  fee  of  a  customary  tenement,  and  it  was  held  the 
seignory  was   only  suspended  during  the  lord's  life,  and  not 


32. 
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extingaiBhed,  as  it  would  have  been,  if  copyhold.    Sir  John 
Leach,  M .  R»  observed,  ''  the  custom  of  the  manor  requiring  a 
bargain  and  sale,  as  well  as  a  surrender  and  admittance,  to  pass 
the  customary  tenements,  they  are  plainly  freehold ;  and  St.  Paul  15  Ves.  167. 
V.  Lord  Dudley  and  Ward,  and  Doe  v.  Danvers,  have,  therefore,  ubi  supra. 
no  application.    The  necessity  of  a  surrender  and  admittance  is 
probably  a  remnant  of  the  ancient  tenure  of  villenage,  and  does 
not  affect  the  freehold  nature  of  the  interest,  although  it  prevents 
the  customary  tenement  from  bang  strictly  of  a  freehold  tenure — 
a  distinction  which  is  well  established.    The  question  is,  what 
is  the  effect  of  the  union  of  the  fee  of  the  customary  tenements 
with  the  estate  for  life  of  the  lord  ?     If  the  lord  had  been  seised 
of  the  fee  of  the  manor,  the  union  would  have  extinguished  the 
customary  tenements ;  but  extinguishment  takes  place  only  when  Lit.  s.  659/560, 
the  two  estates  have  the  same  duration.    The  lord  being  tenant  ^Ji  *"^  ^^^** 
for  life,  the  effect  of  the  union  was  to  suspend  the  seignory  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  lord ;  for  a  man  cannot,  at  the  same  time,  be 
lord  and  tenant :  but,  at  the  death  of  the  lord,  the  seignory  was 
ffeyived,  and  the  fee  of  the  customary  tenements  descended  to  his 
heir  at  law.'*] 

17«  There  are  four  circumstances  necessary  to  the  existence  CiitnuAstances 
of  a  copyhold  estate.     1.  A  manor.    2.  A  court.    3.  The  lands  d^^^^tence. 
must  be  parcel  of  the  manor.    4.  They  must  have  been  demised, 
or  demisable,  by  copy  of  court  roll,  from  time  immemorial. 

18.  With  respect  to  a  manor,  of  which  the  nature  has  been  AmaDor. 
already  explained,  it  is  essentially  necessary ;  for  a  copyhold  es-     *"*  ^' 
tate  is  parcel  of  the  demesnes  of  a  manor,  and  held  of  the  lord  of 

such  manor.    But  though  the  demesnes  of  a  manor  be  severed  idem ».  17. 

from  the  services,  or  the  services  extinct,  by  which  the  manor  is 

in  fact  destroyed,  yet  still  it  will  continue  to  be  considered  as  a 

manor,  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  support  the  copyholds  held 

thereof.    And  it  is  said  that  a  tenant  in  dower  of  a  third  part  of  Gilb.  Ten.  209. 

1  r     At_  ^  A.'  t_   1 J  Golds.  37. 155. 

a  manor  has  a  manor  for  the  purpose  of  granting  copyholds. 

19.  As  to  a  court,  it  is  equally  necessary,  the  copyholder  having  a  court. 
no  other  evidence  of  his  title  than  the  rolls  of  the  Court.    But  ]  ^!|'  ^^{^^ 
there  are  two  different  courts  incident  to  a  manor;  a  court  baron  Gilb.  Ten.  aio. 
or  freeholder's  court,  and  a  customary  court,  relating  only  to  the 
copyholders,  in  which  the  lord,  or  his  steward,  is  judge.    And 
although  there  should  be  no  freeholders  in  the  manor,  by  which 

the  court  baron,  and  even  the  manor  itself  is  in  some  respects 

s2 


260 


Melwicho* 
Luther, 
4  Rep.  26  a. 
Cro.  £liz.  102. 


Neale  V. 
JacksoD* 
4  Rep.  26  a. 
Cio.Eliz.396. 


Gay  V.  Kay, 
Cro.  Eliz.  661. 


Ten.  210. 


Cro.  Eliz.  103. 
Bright  V.  Forth, 
Cro.  Elix.  442. 

Manell  v. 

Smith, 

4  Rep.  24  b. 

Cro.  Eliz.  252. 


4Rep.  30  a. 
Co.  Cop.  s.  45. 


Id.  8.  46. 


Titk  X.  Copyhold.  Ch.  I.  J.  19—26. 

lost,  yet  there  still  may  be  a  customary  coart :  for  as  these  two 
courts  ar^  distinct  from  each  other  in  every  respect,  the  want  of 
freeholders  does  not  preclude  the  lord  from  holding  a  customary 
court  for  his  copyholders. 

20.  It  was  resolved  in  30  Eliz.  that  where  the  lord  of  a  manor, 
having  many  ancient  copyholders  in  one  town»  granted  the  inhe* 
ritance  of  all  the  copyholds  to  another,  the  grantee  might  hold  a 
court  for  the  copyholders.  For  though  it  was  not  a  manor  in 
law,  because  it  Wfmted  free  tenants,  yet  as  to  the  copyhold  te« 
nants,  the  grantee  had  such  a  manor,  that  he  might  hold  a  court 
to  make  admittances  and  grants  of  the  copyholds. 

21.  This  doctrine  is  confirmed  by  another  case,  in  37  Eliz.,  in 
which  it  vfos  held,  that  where  the  lord  of  a  manor  demised  all  his 
lands,  which  were  granted  by  copy  for  2,000  years,  the  lessee 
might  hold  a  court  for  the  copyholders. 

22.  In  a  case  subsequent  to  that  of  Melwich  v.  Luther,  where 
a  woman  was  endowed  of  several  copyholds,  it  was  resolved  that 
she  might  hold  a  court,  and  grant  copyholds ;  though  the  ser- 
vices of  any  of  the  freeholders  were  not  allotted  to  her,  but  only 
the  demesnes,  and  the  copyholds. 

23.  Notwithstanding  these  authorities.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gil- 
bert says,  there  were  precedents  that  such  grantee  of  the  inhe* 
ritance  of  copyhold  lands  could  not  keep  a  court ;  no  more  than 
the  grantee  of  the  inheritance  of  one  copyhold :  that  as  to  the 
case  of  Melwich  v.  Luther,  it  was  said,  a  writ  of  error  was 
brought,  and  the  justices  and  barons  held  the  judgment  erro- 
neous. 

24.  A  grant  of  the  freehold  of  one  copyhold  will  not  enable 
the  grantee  to  hold  a  customary  court.  The  copyhold  will  not, 
however,  be  totally  destroyed  by  such  a  grant :  but  the  copy- 
holder will  be  excused  from  all  those  services  that  arise  by  rea- 
son of  the  customary  court. 

25.  To  every  customary  court  a  steward  is  necessary,  who 
must  be  appointed  by  the  lord ;  and  whose  duty  it  is  to  preside 
in  the  court,  to  determine  all  cases  arising  between  the  copy- 
holders, and  to  take  care  of  the  court  rolls.  The  lord  of  a  manor 
may  retain  a  person  to  be  his  steward,  by  word  only ;  except  in 
the  case  of  the  crown. 

26.  The  steward  of  a  private  person  may  appoint  a  deputy 
under  him,  whose  authority  will  be  as  great  as  that  of  his  principal* 
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la  the  Earl  of  Rutland's  case,  who  was  appointed  steward  for  life  2  BtowdI.  235. 
of  a  manor  by  the  Crown,  without  any  words  empowering  him 
to  make  a  deputy,  it  was  resolved  that  he  might  notwithstand- 
ing appoint  an  under-steward.  For  when  the  Crown  granted 
him  the  oiBce  of  steward,  he  being  an  earl,  it  was  implied  in  law, 
for  conyeniency  sake,  that  he  might  make  a  deputy. 

27.  Every  copyholder  is  bound  to  do  suit  and  service  in  the  Co.  Cop.  Sup. 
lord's  court;  and  when  the  copyholders  are  assembled  there,  ** 

they  are  sworn  by  the  steward  to  do  the  ordinary  business,  and 
are  called  the  homage. 

28.  Every  copyholder  has  an  interest  in  the  court-rolls,  as 
well  as  the  lord,  being  the  evidence  of  his  title ;  nor  can  the 
lord  deny  him  a  sight  or  copy  of  a  court-roll,  to  make  such  use 

of  it  as  he  may  think  proper.     If  he  objects,  the  Court  of  King's  lUx  v.  Shdiy, 
Bench  will  direct  it ;  and  if  the  lord  then  refuses,  an  attachment  Hex  v.  Lucas, ' 
will  lie  against  him.  *^  ^^  ^•' 

29.  It  was  resolved  in  27  Eliz.,  that  if  a  court  was  held  by  a  Clifton  v. 
steward  of  a  manor  out  of  a  manor,  and  grants  and  admittances  4  Rj^^27'a. 
were  there  made,  it  would  be  void ;  for  the  court  of  the  manor 

ought  to  be  held  within  the  manor.    But  that  by  custom  the 
court  might  be  held  out  of  the  manor,  and  grants  and  admit- 
tances made  there :  as  several  abbots,  priors,  &c.  used  to  hold 
courts  at  one  manor,  for  divers  several  manors ;  which  was  held  1  Leon.  289. 
good  by  custom. 

30.  The  third  circumstance  necessary  to  the  existence  of  a  The  things 
copyhold  is,  that  the  land  or  other  thing  granted  be  parcel  of  beparcd of  the 
the  manor ;  for  a  copyhold  is  part  of  the  demesnes  of  a  manor.  '°^^'- 

'^•^  *^  1  Inet  58  b. 

It  is  not,  however,  absolutely  necessary,  that  the  lands  should  con-  ^^^  ^^  ^o. 
tinue  to  be  parcel  of  the  manor,  as  it  has  been  shewn  that  where 
the  lord  of  a  manor  granted  the  inheritance  of  all  his  copyholds, 
whereby  those  lands  were  severed  from  the  manor,  yet  the  copy- 
holds still  subsisted. 

3L  The  fourth  circumstance  necessary  to  the  existence  of  a  Anddemhedor 

demiiable  by 

copyhold  is,  that  the  lands  or  other  thing  have  been  demised  or  copy. 

demisable  by  copy  from  time  immemorial ;  for  this  tenure  derives 

its  whole  force  from  custom^  so  that  no  new  copyhold  can  be 

created  at  this  day :  that  is,  nothing  can  be  now  granted  by 

copy  of  court-roll,  which  was  not  granted,  or  grantable  by  that 

tenure  before.    And  it  was  resolved  in  a  modem  case,  that  copy-  ?2S*i!^5r?J5' 

hold  lands  must  be  stated,  or  found,  or  pleaded,  to  have  been 
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demiMd  or  demisable^  by  copy  of  court  roU,  for  time  out  of 
mind.  OtherwiBo  a  court  of  jnstice  caonol  adjudge  tben  to  be 
copyhold. 


Kemp  9.  Carter*      32.  Upoo  issue  whether  the  lord  of  a  manor  had  granted 

tain  knda  by  copy  of  court  roU,  according  to  the  custom  of  tke 


manor ;  it  was  gif en  in  erideiice,  that  witUn  the  said  maiiat 
were  dirers  customary  lands ;  that  the  lord  ktely  at  his  court 
had  granted  the  lands  in  questioB  by  copy,  but  they  had  never 
been  granted  by  copy  before.  The  C<Mirt  held  that  the  jury 
were  bound  to  find,  dominus  ncu  concestit,  for  notwithstaading 
that  de  facto,  dominm  ctmeemt  per  copimm,  yet  nan  tomctssii  se- 
eundum  eonsueiudinem  nuuiem,  &c.  For  the  said  land  was  not 
customary,  nor  was  it  demisable,  as  the  custom  had  not  taken 
hold  of  it. 

33.  Though  lands  should  appear  to  have  been  granted  by 
copy  for  sixty  years  back;  yet  if  there  has  been  an  interruptkn 
in  that  mode  of  granting  them,  they  will  not  be  deemed  copy- 
hold. 
TftTcmer  %  34.  The  bishop  of  Norwich  being  seised  of  the  manor  of  N.  in 

3  LwB.  107.     ^^^  ^^  ^^^  church,  granted  in  10  Hen.  8.  parcel  of  the  demeanes 

of  the  said  manor  to  one  T.  and  his  heirs  by  copy.  These  knda 
had  never  been  granted  by  copy  before,  but  were  held  in  this 
manner  till  23  Hen.  8.  when  T.  committed  a  forfeiture*  The 
bishop  seized  the  land :  but  re-granted  it  to  him  immediately  fay 
copy ;  by  which  it  was  again  held  till  8  Elia. 

The  Court  determined  that  fifty  years'  continuance  was  re^ 
quisite  to  fasten  a  customary  condition  upon  the  land  against 
the  lord :  and  though  the  original  commencement  of  the  grant 
by  copy  was  in  10  Hen.  &  from  which  to  8  Elis.  was  moie  than 
sixty  years,  yet  that  the  seiiura  for  a  forfinture,  which  happened 
in  23  Hen.  8.,  interrupted  the  continuance  of  the  time,  which 
might  by  law  have  perfected  the  customary  interest;  ao  that  the 
commencement  of  the  copyhold  was  to  be  reckoned  fitun  23 
Hen.  8. ;  which  not  being  sufficient  time  to  make  good  a  eun* 
torn,  the  lord  might  enter  on  the  copyholder,  as  up<ui  his  tenant 
at  will. 
1  lost.  S8  b.  35.  Where  lands,  which  have  been  immemoriaUy  granted  1^ 

copy,  come  to  the  lord  by  forfeiture  or  escheat,  he  saay  again 
grant  them  out  by  copy ;  though  he  keep  them  in  his  hands  fiw 
many  years^  because  they  were  always  demisaUe  by  copy.   And 
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in  41  Eliz.  it  was  resolved,   that  where  a  copyholder  of  a  Harris  v.  Jays, 
manor  belonging  to  the  Queen  was  attainted  of  felony,  by  cro.  £iiz.  699. 
which  his  copyhold  escheated,  the  Queen's  steward  of  the  ^gf^'^^^^jj' 
manor  might  grant  it  out  again  as  copyhold,  without  any  153. 
warrant. 

36.  It  appears  to  have  been  resolved  in  24  Cha.  II.  that  a  Wastes  when 
grant  of  part  of  the  waste  of  a  manor,  by  copy,  was  vcwid ;  unless  ^^London 
similar  grants  had  been  made  time  out  of  mind.    But  in  a  sub-  3  ^^^^'^24 
sequent  case  it  was  admitted  that  a  lord  of  a  manor  might  make  Hughes  v. 
new  grants  of  part  of  the  manor,  to  hold  by  copy ;  and  a  case  ^^^ 
was  cited  to  that  purpose.    Lord  King,  however,  observed  that  King,  G2. 
in  the  case  cited  the  grant  was  made  with  the  consent  of  the 
homage.    That  the  question  in  the  principal  case  was,  whether 
there  was  a  custom  to  do  it  without  the  homage,  which  must  go 
to  law ;  and  then  it  would  be  considered  how  far  a  custom  to 
make  such  grants,  without  the  homage,  was  good. 

S7.  In  a  modem  case  it  was  held,  that  although  parcels  of  Northwicke  v. 
the  waste  of  a  manor  had  been  newly  granted  by  copy  of  court  &  Pui!346.  ^' 
roll,  yet  that  having  been  granted  by  virtue  of  an  immemorial  ^'^ 
custom  to  demise  parcels  of  the  waste  as  copyhold,  they  were  to  2  Barn.  &  Aid. 

189     3  ib   lfi3 

be  considered  as  much  copyholds  as  if  they  had  been  immemo*  2  stark.  478.   ' 
rially  holden  by  copy  of  court  roll.    That  the  tenure  had  its  Folkard  v. 
foundation  in  custom,  which  had  immemorially  attached  upon  5  j.'r.  417. 
the  waste,  the  subject  of  the  grant.    That  copyholds  of  a  similar  Beuio^  0. 
description  to  those  in  question  were  very  common  in  the  north  jn/ra,Tit.27. 
of  England,  and  had  often  beei^  recognized  in  judicial  deter- 
minations. 

38.  Where  lands,  formerly  granted  by  copy  are  conveyed  by  what  will 
the  person  entitled  to  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  them,  for  ^^tomof^ 
life  or  for  years,  this  will  destroy  the  custom  of  granting  them  by  grunting. 
copy.     Because,  while  the  lands  are  in  the  possession  of  these 
grantees,  they  are  neither  demised  nor  demisable  by  copy.    So, 

if  the  lord  makes  a  feoffment  in  fee  of  such  lands,  upon  condi* 
lion,  and  afterwards  enters  for  the  condition  broken,  the  lands 
can  never  after  be  granted  by  copy. 

39.  It  has  been  stated  that  copyholds  escheated,  or  forfeited  Ante,  s.  35. 
to  the  lord,  may  be  re-granted  by  copy.    But  if  such  lands  be  4  Rep.  31  a. 
extended  upon  a  statute  or  recognizance,  acknowledged  by  the 

lord,  or  assigned  to  the  lord's  wife  for  dower ;  although  these 
impedimente  are  by  act  of  law,  yet  as  the  custom  of  granting  by 
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copy  is  interrapted  by  a  lawful  act,  the  lands  can  never  after  be 
granted  by  copy.  Bat  a  tortious  interruption  of  the  estate,  as  if 
the  lord  be  disseised,  and  the  disseisor  die  seised  ;  or  if  the  land 
be  recovered  against  the  lord  by  false  verdict,  or  erroneous  judg- 
ment, will  not  destroy  the  custom  of  granting  by  copy ;  although 
in  these  cases  the  land  was  not  demised  or  demisable  during  the 
interruption. 

40.  Where  copyhold  lands,  which  have  fallen  to  the  lord,  are 
leased,  together  with  the  manor,  this  will  not  destroy  the  custom 
of  granting  them  by  copy. 
Leev.  Boothby,       41.  Thus  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  a  trial 

Cro.  Car  521  o  * 

at  bar  in  14  Cha.  I.  that  if  a  copyholder  in  fee  surrenders  to  the 
lord  of  the  manor  his  copyhold  estate,  and  the  lord  makes  a  lease 
for  years  of  the  manor,  together  with  the  copyhold,  by  the  name 
of  his  teuement  called  H.  that  it  was  not  a  determination  of  the 
copyhold :  because,  when  the  lord  let  the  manor,  it  was  included 
as  parcel  of  the  manor.  For  the  manor  being  demised,  included 
the  copyhold  as  parcel  of  the  manor ;  and  the  naming  of  the 
copyhold  was  surplusage ;  so  that  it  remained  always  as  pared 
of  the  manor,  and  demisable  by  copy,  as  it  was  before. 

1  Intu  58  b.  42.  No  person  can  destroy  the  custom  of  granting  land  by 

copy,  unless  he  is  proprietor  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  manor. — 
CmTMbie  V.        Thus,  if  a  person  who  is  only  tenant  in  tail,  or  for  life,  of  a  manor, 

2  r1>ii  Ah^7  ™^^  *  '®^®®  ^^^  years  of  an  escheated  copyhold ;  though,  as  to 
271.  himself,  the  custom  of  granting  by  copy  is  thereby  destroyed ; 
155.  "'       ^'  yet,  as  to  the  issue  in  tail,  or  the  reversioner,  the  custom  is 

not  destroyed.     So  it  is  in  the  case  of  a  husband  seised  in  right 

of  bis  wife. 
^*»**?>«y*»         43.  With  respect  to  the  things  which  may  be  granted  by 
coDy.  copyy  I^rd  Coke  says,  all  lands  and  tenements  within  a  manor, 

and  whatever  concerns  lands  or  tenements,  may  be  granted  by 
?«  "•  ly?*"'    ^Py •     1°  27  Eliz.  it  was  said  by  the  court  of  C.  B.  that  any 

4  Rep.  30  b.  '^;;  ^  ^ 

profit  of  any  parcel  of  a  manor  may,  by  custom,  be  granted  by 
copy.  In  the  same  case,  it  was  resolved,  that  underwood 
growing  upon  a  part  of  the  manor  might  be  granted  by  copy  ; 
because  it  was  a  thing  of  perpetuity,  to  which  a  custom  might 
extend  ;  for  after  every  felling,  the  underwood  grows  again. 

1  Inst  58  b.  44.  The  herbage  or  vesture  of  land  may  be  granted  by  copy. 

Dixoo,  In  a  modem  case,  it  was  resolved,  that  a  person  might  hold  the 

prima  tonsura  of  land  by  copy,  while  another  might  have  the 
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toil,  and  every  other  beneficial  enjoyment  of  it,  as  freehold ;  and 
that  ancient  admissions  of  the  copyholders,  and  those  under 
whom  they  claimed  the  land,  by  the  description  of  tres  acras 
prati,  might  be  construed  only  to  carry  the  prima  tomura,  if  in 
fact  they  had  enjoyed  no  more  under  such  admissions ;  while 
another  had  the  after  crop,  had  cut  the  trees  and  fences, 
scoured  the  ditches,  and  kept  the  drains ;  though  the  copy** 
holder  might  have  paid  all  the  rates  and  taxes ;  which  was  in  his 
own  wrong. 

45.  It  is  said  by  Lord  Coke  that  a  manor  may  be  granted  by  i  Inu.  68  b. 
copy:  and  it  was  resolved  in  1  Ja.  I.  that  a  customary  manor  mup.  uT* 
might  be  held  by  copy.    That  the  customary  lord  might  hold 

courts,  and  grant  copies.  That  such  customary  manor  should 
pass  by  surrender  and  admittance.  That  fines  should  be  paid 
upon  admittance,  as  well  upon  alienation  as  descent.  That 
there  might  be  lord  customary,  mesne  and  customary  tenant,  as 
well  in  the  case  where  the  mesnalty  was  a  tenancy  at  will,  ac* 
cording  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  as  where  there  was  a 
tenancy  at  will,  at  the  common  law,  of  a  manor. 

46.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  says,  in  such  case  the  lord  Ten.  215. 
may  grant  copies.    But  it  must  be  of  things  which  have  been 
usually  demised ;  and  that  he  cannot  grant  all  his  demesnes  by 

copy,  unless  they  have  been  usually  demised* 

47.  It  was  resolved  in  43  Eliz.  that  tithes  might  be  granted  Sands  v. 

by  copy  of  court  roll,  for  they  might  be  parcel  of  a  manor.  i  Rduf.Ab.498. 

In  Croke's  report  of  this  case,  Popham  is  said  to  have  been  of  Cro.  Eliz.  814. 
opinion  that  tithes  were  not  grantable  by  copy,  because  a  manor 
and  tithes  were  of  several  natures ;  so  it  was  impossible  that  that 
which  was  not  parcel  of  the  manor,  could  be  demised  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor.    But  Gawdy  doubted,  and  con*  i  RoU.Ab.  498. 
ceived  it  had  been  well  enough,  if  it  had  been  so  used  time  out  ^  ^'  ^' 
of  mind. 

48.  Nothing  however  can  be  granted  by  copy,  unless  it  lies  in  Co.  Cop.  s.  42. 
tenure,  or  is  appendant  to  something  that  lies  in  tenure ;  there* 

fore  rents,  commons  in  gross,  advowsons  in  gross,  and  such  like, 
cannot  be  granted  by  copy.  But  an  advowson,  a  common,  or  a 
fair,  which  are  appendant,  may  pass  by  copy,  by  reason  of  the 
principal  thing  to  which  they  are  appendant. 

49.  As  copyhold  estates  owe  their  existence  to  immemorial  Copjhold 
custom,  so  the  rules  by  which  they  are  governed  derive  their  i  logt.  ^.  a. 


266 


Cro.  EliB.253. 


9  RqK  75  b. 

1  Salk.  184. 
Jeok*  374. 

of  £lyo.Waneii 

2  Atk.  189. 

1  Will.  R.  63. 
7  East.  121. 


How  proved. 
4  Leon.  242. 


Doe  V.  Mason, 
3  WUs.  63. 

Ret  V,  Parker, 
Tit.  29. 


2  Atk.  189. 
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effect  firom  the  lame  source.  Henoe  Lord  Coke  obeenree  tliai 
what  a  copyholder  may  or  ought  to  do,  or  not  do,  the  cuatoai  of 
the  manor  must  direct*  Many  of  those  customs  materially  diftr 
firom  the  oommon  law ;  and  also  from  those  which  relate  to  free- 
hold  estates,  in  this  circumataace,  that  freehold  customs  Biufli  at 
least  be  so  general  as  to  extend  throughout  a  county,  and  cannot 
prevail  in  a  particular  place  only ;  whereas  a  custom  rdath^  to 
copyhdds  may  be  good  in  a  single  manor. 

50.  There  are  two  sorts  of  copyhold  customs ;  i.  Geoenl, 
extending  to  all  manors  in  which  there  are  copyholders,  and 
warranted  by  the  common  law,  of  which  the  courts  of  law  take 
notice,  without  being  specially  pleaded.  2.  Particular,  prevail- 
ing in  some  mauMB  only,  which  must  be  specially  pleaded ;  these 
are  construed  strictly ;  and  where  they  are  contrary  to  reaaon, 
momlity,  or  justice*  or  not  capable  of  being  reduced  to  a  cer* 
tainty,  the  courts  will  not  pay  any  attention  to  them.  It  should 
however  be  observed  that  the  unreasonaU^sess  of  a  cuatom  is 
not  altogether  to  be  deduced  from  the  rules  and  maxima  of  the 
common  law ;  for  there  is  no  particular  custom  that  does  not,  la 
aome  respects,  contradict  the  common  law. 

61.  Lofd  Coke  has  laid  it  down  that  there  are  two  pillaia  of 
custom ;  one,  common  usage ;  the  other,  that  it  Ins  been  time 
out  of  mind ;  therefore  the  person  who  maintains  a  custom  mnat 
shew  precedento  in  the  court  roUs  to  prove  the  usage ;  for  with- 
out such  proof,  and  that  it  has  been  put  in  use,  although  deemed 
and  reputed  a  true  custom,  a  Court  would  not  give  credit  to  the 
proof  by  witoesses. 

62.  A  regular  soies  of  entries  in  the  court  idls  is  anfficient 
evidence  of  the  customs  of  a  manor ;  and  an  ancient  wiitii^ 
handed  down  with  the  court  roUs  from  steward  to  atewaid,  pur- 
porting to  be  a  customary  of  the  manor,  is  evidence  of  a  custom. 

63.  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said,  it  was  certainly  the  rule  of  law 
in  general  that  the  evidence  of  neighbouring  manors  shall  not  be 
admitted  to  shew  the  custom  of  another  manor,  because  every 
manor  is  to  be  governed  by  ite  own  customs.  But  this  rule 
noi  so  universal  as  not  to  be  varied  in  some  instances ;  i 
mine  countries,  Derbyshire,  &e.,  the  courte  of  law  had  adnoittod 
evidence  with  regard  to  profite  of  mines,  8cc.  out  of  other  manoa^ 
where  they  were  analogous  and  similar,  to  explain  or  conobonite 
the  custom  of  the  manor  in  question. 
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64.  Copyholds  being  deriyed  from  the  tenure  in  viUenage,  Copyboid 
tbey  were  not  originally  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  king's  ^^il  ^le!** 
courts  at  Westminster.    If  therefore  a  copyholder  wee  ousted  by  ^o*^op*  ^  ^^' 
s  stranger,  he  could  not  implead  him  by  the  king's  writ,  but  iWatk.35.D. 
must  proceed  by  plaint  in  the  lord's  courts  and  make  protestatioa 

to  prosecute  the  suit  in  the  nature  of  an  assise  of  nov^l  disiemih 
or  of  any  other  writ  which  his  cause  required.     Free  copyholders  Black.  Tn.  213. 
were  also  incapable  of  suing  or  being  sued  in  the  usual  real  ac- 
tions ;  but  had  a  peculiar  method  of  process,  called  a  writ  of 
right  close,  (a) 

65.  A  writ  of  false  judgment  does  not  lie  on  the  decision  of  a  1  ^^^  ^-  &• 

Soottv.  Kettk- 

cnstomary  court :  but  the  psjrty  grieved  must  sue  the  lord  by  well, 
petition,  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  false  judgment^  and  therein  ^^^^'  ^^* 
assign  errors,  and  have  remedy  according  to  law. 

66.  There  were  however  some  cases  in  which  the  king's  courts 
assumed  a  jurisdiction  over  copyholds.    Thus  it  appears  to  have  Ante,  s.  4. 
been  settled  in  the  reign  of  £dw.  IV.  that  if  a  copyholder  was 
ousted  by  the  lord,  he  might  maintain  an  action  of  trespass 
against  him  in  the  king's  courts.    And  in  the  time  of  Queen  Meiwich  v. 
Elizabeth  it  was  resolved,  that  the  lessee  of  a  copyboid  for  on«  4  Rep.' 26. 
year  should  maintain  an  ejectment.    For  inasmach  as  his  term 

was  warranted  by  the  law,  and  the  general  custom  of  the  reahn, 

it  was  but  reasonable  that,  if  he  was  ejected,  he  should  have  an 

action  of  this  kind.     Since  the  practice  of  bringing  ejectments 

for  copyholds  has  prevailed,  the  jurisdiction  of  lords  of  manors 

has  fallen  into  disuse ;  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  has,  in  Rex  v.  Rennet, 

several  instances,  granted  a  mandamus  against  a  lord  of  a  manor  6£ut  431. 

to  admit  a  copyholder. 

67.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  also  assumed  a  jurisdiction  iP.Wms.330. 
over  copyholds ;  upon  the  principle  that  equity  will  not  suffer  a 

right  to  be  without  a  remedy.  Therefore,  if  an  erroneous  judg- 
ment be  given  in  a  copyhold  court,  a  bill  may  be  exhibited  in 
Chancery  for  its  reversal. 

68.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  also  compel  the  lord  of  a  Cro.Jac.368. 
manor  to  admit  a  copyholder ;  and  to  hold  a  court  for  that  pur- 
pose.   It  will  also  moderate  the  rigour  of  customs,  and  relieve 
against  excessive  fines,  and  unreasonable  forfeitures ;  of  which 

an  account  will  be  given  hereafter. 

(a)  [Abolished  after  the  1st  June  1835,  by  sUt.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  ss.  36, 37. 
but  Me  also  s.  38.  supra,  p.  244,  note.] 
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Fawoet  t.  59.  Where  a  doubt  arises  respecting  the  customs  of  a  manor, 

2  Ves.  300.  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  direct  an  issue  to  try  what  those  cus- 
toms are :  but  is  not  bound  to  send  a  custom  to  be  tried  which 
prima  fade  is  void  at  law.    It  will  also  grant  a  commission  to  ex- 

4  Vw.  Jan.  180.  amine  witnesses  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  customs  of 

a  manor^  and  to  set  out  the  boundaries  of  copyholds,  where  they 
are  intermixed  with  freeholds. 

Riffhti  of  tbe  60.  It  has  been  shewn  that  the  freehold  of  all  lands  granted 

by  copy  remains  in  the  lord,  who  consequently  continues  to 
enjoy  a  variety  of  rights  over  those  lands^  and  the  copyholders; 
the  extent  of  which  depends  upon  the  quantity  of  interest 
granted^  and  the  customs  of  the  manor. 

61.  Thus  where  copyholds  are  granted  for  life  only,  the  right 
to  the  timber,  mines,  and  minerals,  continues  in  the  lord :  but  in 

Infra,  C.3.        the  case  of  copyholds  of  inheritance,  it  will  be  shewn  hereafter 

that  the  copyholder  has  frequently,  by  particular  custom,  a  right 
to  the  timber ;  and  that  the  lord  has  no  right,  without  a  custom, 
to  dig  for  mines. 

62.  The  lord  has  in  all  cases  a  right  to  fealty  and  suit  of  court 
from  his  copyholders ;  and  is  also  entitled  to  all  forfeitm^es  and 
escheats:  but  he  may  by  his  licence  permit  a  copyholder  to  do 

irfru,  c.  5.        many  acts  which  would  otherwise  operate  as  forfeitures ;  or  by  a 

subsequent  act  dispense  with  such  forfeitures. 
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CHAP.  II. 
Copyhold  Grants. 


Skt.  1.  Nature  qf. 

8.  AU  Lord$   rf  Manors   may 

make  Grants, 

10.  Thoagh  tmder  personal  IH*- 
abUUies, 

IS.  Profrided  they  have  a  lamfid 

Estate. 
14*  A  Steward  may  make  Grants. 

18.  To  whom    Grants    may   be 
Made, 


Sect.  21.  Estates  in  Fee  and,  where  the 
Custom  authorises,  Estates 
in  TaUf  may  be  Granted. 

87.  And  Estaiesfor  Life  or  Lives, 

28.  No  Geuend  Occupanoy. 

SI.  Bui  Special  Occupancy  Al- 
lowed, 

SS.  The  Custom  must  be  Ob- 
served. 

4S.  Copyhold  Grants  take  place 
qf  many  other  Estates. 


Section  I. 

It  has  been  shewn  that  copyhold  estates  are  derived  from  a  vo-  Mature  of. 
luntary  grant  by  the  lord  to  the  copyholder,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  under  the  usual  services  and  returns. 
Grants  of  this  kind  are  still  made  by  lords  of  manors^  of  lands 
which  have  been  demised  or  demisable  by  copy ;  whenever  they 
fall  into  the  possession  of  the  lord  by  escheat,  forfeiture,  or  any 
other  determination  of  a  former  grant.  Voluntary  grants  are 
now  also  frequently  made  in  those  manors  where  the  custom 
only  authorizes  grants  for  life  or  lives ;  for  whenever  the  estates 
thus  granted  fall  in,  they  are  usually  regranted  in  the  same 
manner. 

2.  Whenever  copyholds  are  transferred  from  one  person  to 
another  or  descend  to  an  heir,  a  new  grant  is  also  made  by  the 
lord  ;  so  that  in  fact  every  copyhold  is  held  by  grant  from  the 
lord.  But  in  all  thosecases  the  grantee  must  be  admitted  in  the 
lord's  court,  and  the  admittance,  in  which  the  new  grant  is  con- 
tained, entered  on  the  rolls ;  upon  which  the  title  of  the  grantee 
entirely  depends. 

3.  All  those  who  have  any  estate  in  a  manor,  though  it  be  All  loitb  of 
only  for  years,  or  even  at  will,  may  regrant  a  copyhold,  which  ^e  granls. 
escheats,  or  comes  to  them  in  any  other  way ;  reserving  the  an-  ^  iiBt.58.b. 
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Chrke  «.  Pen-  cient  rents,  customs,  and  services.    And  such  grant  shall  Iwd 

4  Rep.  23.  the  lord  who  has  the  inheritance  of  the  manor ;  for  each  of  them 

Cro.  Jac! 90?  *®  domtnus  pro  tempore,  and  within  the  custom.    The  reason  is, 

EnV^fc.**  ^*  ^^^  a  copyholder  does  not  derive  his  estate  out  of  that  of  Ac 

Glib.  330.  Ill 

lord  only  ;  for  then  the  copyhold  interest  would  cease  with  the 
estate  of  the  lord  ;  but  from  the  custom. 

Ten.  205.  4.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  says,  the  principle  upon  which 

this  doctrine  is  founded  is,  that  copyholders  were  originally  mere 
tenants  at  will ;  and  so,  though  the  lord  pro  tempoH  had  only  a 
particular  estate,  yet  he  might  grant  copyholds ;  as  it  coold  be 
no  prejudice,  but  rather  an  advantage,  to  the  succeeding  locd/m 
respect  to  the  rents  and  services  reserved  in  such  grsnts.  B^ 
sides,  the  succeeding  lord  might  turn  out  the  copyholder.  And 
when  the  law  was  so  altered,  that  the  copyholder  tcqoired  a 
permanent  interest  in  the  estate',  it  was  still  held  that  a  lord  pro 
tempore  might  grant  copyholds  in  fee,  though  he  had  bat  a  pai- 
ticular  estate. 

4  Rep.  21.  b*         6.  If  a  bishop  grants  customary  lands  by  copy,  and  dies,  the 

copyhold  is  not  determined.    Such  a  grant  shall  also  bind  the 

4  Bac.  Ab.  72.   cTown,  where  the  temporalties  come  into  the  king's  hand.  Nor 

Tit.  32.  c.  2a  .  ^^ 

are  bishops  and  other  ecclesiastical  persons  or  eorporadmHi** 
strained,  either  by  the  stat  1  or  13  Eliz.,  from  making  gnonof 
copyhold  lands  in  fee,  in  tail,  for  lives,  or  years,  acooiding  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor.  And  no  confirmation  is  neoeiBaiy  to 
establish  such  grants,  though  made  by  a  sole  eorporation. 

Tit.  34.  6.  In  the  statute  1  Anne,  by  which  the  crown  is  restrained 

from  alienation,  there  is  an  exception,  as  to  grants  or  admit- 
tances of  copyholds,  parcel  of  any  manor  belonging  to  the  crown. 

Carew'i  case,         7.  It  was  resolved  in  26  Eliz.  that  a  lord  of  a  manor  who  was 

only  tenant  for  life,  or  for  any  other  particular  estate,  migl^^ 
grant  copyholds  in  reversion,  though  not  executed  in  the  life  of 

March  6.  the  grantor.    But  in  another  case  the  Court  was  of  opinion,  that 

Giib.  Ten.  204.  ^  ^^^^j^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ghould  be  a  custom  to  enaUe 

the  lord  to  grant  in  reversion. 
9^^  Vt^^L^         ^*  ^  tenant  in  dower  of  a  manor  irrants  a  copyhold  in  lever* 

Cro.  Eliz.  661.        .  o  rj  .„  l- J 

1  Roii.Ab.  499.  sion,  where  by  custom  it  may  be  granted  in  that  way,  it  wiU  w< 
RacBin?  i^Roli.  *^^  ^^^^  i  though  the  reversion  be  not  executed  in  her  lifetime. 
Ab.  499.  i^  £g  ^  g^^^  ^f  ^  guardian  in  socage,  [or  husband  seised  in 

Cro.  Jac.  98.      right  of  his  wife,  she  concurring.] 
1  Inst.  58.  b.  9-  If  a  lord  of  a  manor  devises  that  his  executors  shall  gno^ 
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copyholds  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  for  payment  of 
his  debts,  the  executor,  though  he  has  no  estate  in  the  manor, 
may  make  g^nts  accordingly. 

10.  In  Toluntary  grants  made  by  the  lord  himself,  the  law  Though  under 
does  not  respect  the  quality  of  his  person.    For  be  he  an  in-  abiiitu». 
fant,  nofi  compos  mentiSf  an  idiot,  or  lunatic,  an  outlaw  or  ex-  ^'  ^^'  *'  ^^• 
communicate,  he  is    capable  of  making  voluntary  grants  of 
copyholds. 

1 1.  If  the  lord  of  a  manor  commits  felony  or  murder,  and  pro-  idem, 
cess  of  outlawry  is  awarded  against  him,  and  after  the  extent  he 
grants  copyhold  estates  according  to  the  custom,  then  is  attaint- 
ed, the  grants  are  good ;  though  by  relation  the  manor  was  for- 
feited from  the  time  of  the  exigent  awarded.    So  if  the  lord  had  Tit.  l.  •.  75. 
been  attainted  by  verdict  of  confession,  any  grant  by  copy,  after 

the  felony  or  murder  committed,  would  be  good,  notwithstanding 
the  relation. 

12.  It  should,  however,  be  obsenred,  that  persons  not  having  a  jf"*^^^? 
lawful  estate  in  a  manor,  cannot  make  copyhold  grants.    Thus  esute. 

it  is  settled  that  tenants  at  sufferance,  disseisors,  abators,  or  in-  4  j^^  24!  al 
truders,  cannot  bind  the  lawful  owners  of  a  manor  by  their  grants  ^  ^^  3^^^^^' 

of  COPvhoids.  ^P-  u*  34*  36* 

Trfti*t«  74 

13.  A.  was  tenant  of  a  manor  for  the  life  of  B.,  who  died ;  A.  ^^^^  ^  ^^^ 
continued  in  possession  of  the  manor,  held  courts,  and  made  vo-  ^  ^p*  24*  ^ 
luntary  grants  by  copy.    Adjudged,  that  these  grants  did  not 

bind  the  lessor;  because,  after  the  death  of  B.,  A.  was  only 
tenant  at  sufferance. 

14.  A  steward  of  a  manor  may  make  voluntary  grants,  for  he  A  iteward  may 

m       make  ^ants. 

represents  the  lord  to  all  intents.    And  where  a  copyholder  of  a  Co.  Cop.  a.  45. 
manor  belonging  to  the  crown  was  attainted  of  felony,  by  which  GUb?TeD.  221. 
his  copyhold  escheated ;  it  was  held  that  the  steward  might  I7^^^\i2 
grant  it  again  ex  officio,  without  any  special  warrant.    For  the 
custom  of  the  manor  enabled  the  steward  pro  tempore  to  grant  it ; 
and  the  crown  was  bound  by  the  custom.    But  a  steward  ap-  Harris  v.  Jays, 
pointed  by  the  king's  auditor  to  hold  a  court  pro  h&e  vice,  cannot     ^' 
make  voluntary  grants  of  copyholds ;  because  such  an  auditor 
has  no  authority  to  appoint  stewards. 

15.  A  steward  appointed  by  a  private  person  may  make  vo- 
luntary  grants  of  copyholds,  notwithstanding  any  subsequent  dis- 
ability of  the  person  who  appointed  him. 

16.  A  lord  of  a  manor  granted  the  stewardship  thereof  by  Bicwitt'ac^e, 
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deed  to  W.  S.  for  life.  The  lord  was  afterwards  foond  a  lunatic, 
aDd  his  estate  committed  to  the  care  of  certain  persons.  Re- 
solved, that  the  coomiittees  could  not  grant  copyholds,  as  they 
had  no  estate  in  the  manor.  But  the  lunatic,  by  his  steward, 
might  grant  copyholds,  according  to  the  custom.  It  was  how- 
ever ordered,  that  the  steward  should  grant  none,-  without  the 
privity  of  the  committees. 
Mtrkev.  17.  (The  lord  or  his  steward  may  make  a  grant  out  of  court,  as 

45. ed.  1820.      well  as  m,  or  even  out  of  the  manor.] 

To  wkoD  grants  18.  All  persons  who  are  capable  of  taking  by  grant  at  common 
Cof  Cop?r*35.  ^*^'  ^^  ^^  capable  of  taking  grants  of  copyholds,  according  to 
Tit  32.  C.2.       the  custom.    Thus,  an  infant,  a  person  of  nonsane  memory,  an 

idiot,  a  lunatic,  an  outlaw,  or  an  excommunicated  person,  may 
be  grantees  of  a  copyhold.     But  a  lord  of  a  manor  cannot  make 
a  copyhold  grant  immediately  to  his  wife. 
FinhnM  «•  19.  The  Rev.  W.  Syraes,  being  rector  and  lord  of  the  manor 

Pennant,  ^  j         '  o 

2  Will.  R.2S4.  of  Compton  Martin,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  the  premises  in 

question  being  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  held  by  copy  of  court 
roU,  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  said  rector  by  the  death  of  the 
last  tenant;  and  he  demised  the  same  to  his  wife,  to  hold  to 
her  and  two  other  persons  for  their  lives.  It  did  not  appear  that 
there  was  any  custom  in  this  or  any  other  manor,  for  a  lord  to 
grant  lands  by  copy  of  coart  roll  to  his  wife  immediately,  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  third  person. 

The  Court  said,  that  as  this  was  a  provision  by  a  husband  for 
his  wife,  they  would  be  glad,  if  possible,  to  get  over  that  maxim 
of  law,  that  a  husband  and  wife  are  one  person,  therefore  could 
not  grant  lands  to  one  another.  So,  where  there  was  no  parti- 
cular custom  in  a  manor,  the  common  law  must  take  place. 
This  was  an  original  and  voluntary  grant  by  the  husband  to  his 
wife,  who  could  not  by  law  take  immediately  from  him,  any 
more  than  a  monk,  who  was  dead  in  law,  and  considered  as  no 
person.  So  here  was  no  person  to  take,  for  the  wife  and  hus- 
band were  only  one  person.  They  were  dealing  with  a  funda- 
mental maxim  of  the  common  law,  and  might  as  well  repeal  the 
first  section  of  Littleton,  as  determine  this  grant  from  the  hus- 
band immediately  to  his  wife  to  be  good,  where  there  was  not  so 
much  as  the  shadow  of  a  person  intervening.  The  Court  deter- 
mined, reluctently,  that  the  grant  was  void. 
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[20.  So  neither  it  should  seem  can  the  lord  make  a  copyhold  Nor  to  a 
grant  to  a  corpomtion  aggregate,  for  they  cannot  do  homage  in  ^'^ 
person,  and  the  lord  would  be  prejudiced  in  his  services:  and 
with  respect  to  grants  in  fee,  as  a  corporation  never  dies,  the 
lord  would  likewise  lose  his  fines  on  death.    The  latter  objection 
also  applies  to  corporations  sole.]  (a) 

21.  Although  a  copyholder  is  admitted  to  hold  at  the  will  of  E»taieiin  fee, 
the  lord,  or  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  and  the  free-  custom  autho- 
hold  remains  in  the  lord ;  yet  it  is  most  usual  to  grant  estates  of  t^m^bT  ^'^ 
this  nature  to  the  copyholder  and  his  heirs,  by  which  he  acquires  S^^^^* 

a  customary  estate  in  fee  simple. 

22.  It  was  formerly  much  doubted  whether  the  statute  De  Co.  Cop.  s.  53. 
Donis  extended  to  copyholds,  so  as  to  convert  what  was  for- 
merly a  conditional  fee  in  a  copyhold  into  an  estate  tail.     In  a  Bowdenv. 
case  which  arose  in  18  Ja.  1.  the  question  was,  whether  the  sur-  cro.Car.  42. 
render  of  a  copyhold  estate  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 

body,  there  being  no  custom  to  warrant  such  an  estate,  gave  the 
surrenderee  an  estate  tail,  or  a  conditional  fee.  And  it  was  held 
by  Croke  and  two  other  justices,  against  the  opinion  of  Yelver- 
ton^  that  the  statute  De  Donis  did  not  extend  to  copyholds,  con- 
sequently that  the  surrenderee  took  a  conditional  fee. 

23.  This  resolution  appears  contrary  to  the  passage  already  Ch.  l.s.2. 
transcribed  from  Littleton,  where  he  expressly  says  that  copy- 
holds may  be  granted  in  tail.     But  Lord  Coke  was  of  opinion  i  lust.  GO.  b. 
that  Littleton  must  be  understood  to  speak  only  of  such  copy-         ^' 
holds  as  might  be  entailed  by  the  particular  customs  of  the  ma- 
nors whereof  they  were  held ;   in  which  case  the  statute  De 

Donis  co-operating  with  the  custom,  would  give  to  such  an 
estate  all  the  qualities  of  an  estate  tail.  And  he  adds,  that 
although  lands  have  anciently  and  usually  been  granted  by  copy 
of  court  roll,  to  many  men  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  that 
would  not  prove  a.  custom  of  entailing  copyholds;  for  such 
grants  might  have  created  conditional  fees.  But  if  a  remainder 
had  been  limited  over,  after  such  an  estate,  and  enjoyed,  or  if 
the  issue  had  avoided  the  alienation  of  the  ancestor,  or  recovered 
the  same  in  a  writ  otformedon  in  the  descender,  these  and  such 
like  would  be  sufficient  to  prove  a  custom  of  entailing. 

(a)  [Bro.  Fealty»p].  15.  Co.  Lit.  66.  b.  2  Lord  Raym.  B64.  also  see  Ranshaw  v. 
Robottom,  Duke.Ch.  Uses,  135,  and  1  Watk.  Cop.  4th  Edit.  [242],  note  1,  and  the 
opinions  there  cited.] 

VOL.    1.  T 
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Adams  v.  24.  In  a  special  verdict  in  7  Ann.  the  question  was,  whether 

11  Mod'.  199.     ^  copyhold  could  be  entailed,  without  laying  a  special  custom 

for  so  doing ;  it  was  adjudged  by  the  whole  Court  that  it  might. 
Lord  Holt  rejected  the  notion  of  Lord  Coke  about  the  statute 
De  Donis  co-operating  with  the  custom :  and  held  that  that 
statute  turned  all  conditional  fees  into  estates  tail.  It  has  been 
the  constant  practice  for  the  last  century  to  limit  copyholds  to 
persons  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies ;  and  yet  there  is  no  case 
in  which  any  doubt  has  arisen  but  that  tfab  was  an  estate  tail 
within  the  statute  De  Donis. 

25.  [But  recent  authorities  seem  to  have  put  the  point  at  rest, 
and  it  appears  to  be  now  settled  that  copyholds  ace  not  within 
the  statute  De  Donis. 
5T.R.i04.ni.       ^^  ^^  ^*  Bald  were,  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.  said,  that  copybcM 

estates  are  not  subject  to  entails,  unless  there  be  a  custom  in 
the  manor  to  warrant  it 
2  Ves.  s  601         ^^  Moore  V.  Moore,  Lord  Hardwicke  decided  that  a  custom 
S-  C.  to  entail  must  be  proved ;  that  it  was  not  satisfactory  to  say  that 

because  a  copyhold  estate  might  be  surrendered  in  fee  vel  aUter, 
it  might  be  entailed  under  the  statute  of  Westra.  2«  That  it 
was  not  sufficient  to  shew  that  lands  had  been  granted  to  men 
and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies ;  but  to  shew  that  by  custom  an 
estate  tail  might  be  created,  you  must  shew  that  there  have  been 
surrenders  in  tail  with  remainders  over,  (for  otherwise  that 
might  be  a  fee  simple  conditional,)  or  that  the  lands  had  been  eo- 
joyed  for  such  a  length  of  time,  and  had  gone  so  long  in  a  course 
of  descent,  according  to  the  limitation,  as  to  exclude  the  suppo- 
sition of  a  fee  simple  conditional. 

Doe  V  Clark  ^^*  '^  '^  ^^^  ^^^  settled  that  where  there  is  not  any  custom 

5  Bani.&  Aid.    within  the  manor  for  entaihng  copyholds,  a  gift  of  them  in  form 

of  an  entail,  is  a  fee  simple  conditional,  atcommon  law,  which, 

as  stated  in  a  former  page,  gives  the  donee  as  soon  as  he  has 

issue,  the  absolute  power  of  alienation.] 

And  estates  for       ^'^'  Copyholds  may  also  be  granted  for  life  or  live?;  and  in 

life  or  lives.        many  manors  the  custom  is  to  grant  copyholds  for  one,  two,  or 

three  lives.     In  some  of  those  manors  the  custom  gives  the  copy- 
holder a  right  to  a  renewal  of  the  grant  upon  the  falling  of  the 
Wharton  V.        Iivc8»  from  which  they  are  called  tenant-right  estates.    And 
King,  injra.       wherc  copyholds  are  granted  for  lives,  the  person  who  pays  the 
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fine  takes  the  beneficial  interest,  and  the  others  named  in  the  Tit.  12.  c.  i. 
grant  are  only  trustees  for  him. 

28.  It  appears  to  have  been  resolved  in  16  Jac.  1.  that  if  a  No  general 

,  .  .  r  occupancy. 

copyhold  is  granted  to  two  persons  for  the  lives  of  three  others.  Yen  v.  Howell, 

J    A.'L.      A.  A^  M.         •     J*       1*    •        ai_  *    •  •      1  Roll.Ab.511. 

and  the  tenants  four  autre  we  die,  living  the  cestms  que  vie, 

there  shall  be  no  occupant,  but  the  lord  of  the  manor  shall  have 

the  estate ;  for  no  one  can  gain  a  copyhold  by  occupancy,  but 

by  tlie  admission  of  the  lord.    And  Lord  Holt  has  said  that  an  2  Ld.  Raym. 

1000 
occupancy  is  for  supplying  the  freehold  :  but  the  freehold  of  a 

copyhold  estate  is  in  the  lord,  and  the  tenant  has  only  an  estate 

at  will.  ^ 

29.  The  statutes  29  Cha.  2.  and  14  Geo.  2.  which  have  been 
already  stated,  and  by  which  estates  pour  auier  vie  are  appro- 
priated, do  not  extend  to  copyholds. 

30.  A  tenant  |90ttr  outer  vie  ofa,  copyhold  died  in  the  lifetime  Zouche  v, 
of  the   cestui  que  vie;    his  administrator  was  admitted,  and  7East.  I86. 
brought  an  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the  land.     It  was  held 

that  the  statutes  29  Cha.  2.  and  14  Geo.  2.  did  not  affect  copy- 
holds, for  they  only  extended  to  estates,  by  the  appropriation  of 
which  no  persons  would  be  injured.  Whereas,  if  they  were  con- 
strued to  extend  to  copyholds,  they  would  operate  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  lord.  ' 

31.  Th^e  may,  however,  be  a  special  occupancy  of  a  copy-  But  special 
hold ;  for  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  after  citing  the  resolution  in  2iow«i!^^ 
Ven  V.  Howell,  says ; — if  the  limitation  had  been  to  the  tenants  '^®"-  ^^^• 
and  their  heirs,  during  the  lives  of  the  cestuis  que  vie,  the  heir  in 

such  case  would  have  the  estate,  not  the  lord  ;  because  he  had 
excluded  himself,  and  expressly  granted  the  copyhold  to  the 
'  grantee  and  his  heirs,  during  such  a  time.     And  this  doctrine 
has  been  confirmed  in  the  following  case : — 

32.  Juliana  Ramsey  surrendered  certain  copyhold  estates,  to  Doe  v.  Martin, 

2  Rlflplr    Tl 

the  use  of  Richard  Tonson,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  her  life;  lus.   '    ' 
and  he  was  admitted  accordingly.    Richard  Tonson  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  Juliana  Ramsey ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  his 
heir  was  entitled  as  special  occupant? 

Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  said,  that  though  in  copyholds 
there  could  be  no  general  occupant,  since  the  freehold  was  never 
oot  of  the  lord,  yet  it  did  not  follow  there  could  be  no  special 
occopant,  when  the  lord  had  expressly  granted  the  estate  to  one 

T  2 
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and  his  heirs,  during  the  life  of  A.  B.  Indeed,  the  term  of  spe- 
cial occupant  was  in  such  case,  and  in  all  others,  a  very  Forced 
and  improper  phrase ;  and  he  thought  there  was  great  weight  ia 
what  was  said  by  Vaughan,  201. — that  the  heir  took  it  as  a  de- 
scendible freehold.  Such,  however,  was  the  language  of  the 
law.  The  Court  was  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  hek  o( 
Richard  Tonson  took  as  a  special  occupant. 

33.  In  all  voluntary  grants  of  copyholds,  the  custom  of  the 
manor  must  be  strictly  observed.  And  Loid  Coke  says,  that 
though  it  is  in  the  lord's  power  to  keep  the  lands  in  his  own 
hands,  or  to  dispose  of  it  at  his  pleasure,  yet,  because  in  difr* 
posing  of  it  he  is  bound  to  observe  the  custom  precisely  in  eveiy 
point,  and  can  neither  in  estate  or  tenure  bring  in  any  alten- 
tion,  in  this  respect  the  law  accounts  him  custom's  instroment 

34.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  has  observed  on  this  passage, 
that  the  reason  of  it  seems  to  be,  because  there  is  nothing  bat  cus- 
tom to  warrant  the  grant  by  copy,  which  ought,  therefore,  to  be 
strictly  pursued,  as  to  the  estates,  customs,  services,  and  teauiei; 
or  else  it  is  not  the  estate  that  was  granted  before.  Yet  if  there 
be  a  copyholder  in  fee,  it  seems  that  the  lord  may  release  part  of 
the  services,  and  not  do  any  prejudice  to  the  copyholder's 
estate ;  for  there  is  an  estate  in  being,  that  appears  to  be  the 
old  estate.  But  when  the  lord  grants  a  new  estate  by  copy, 
since  it  is  an  estate  against  common  right,  and  warranted  only 
by  the  custom,  that  must  be  strictly  pursued  to  bind  the  bar. 

35.  So  strict  is  the  law  in  this  respect,  says  the  same  aathor, 
that  if  the  rent  be  reserved  in  silver,  where  it  anciently  was  in 
gold,  or  payable  at  two  feasts,  where  anciently  it  was  payable 
at  one,  or  if  two  copyholds  escheat,  one  usually  demised  for 
twenty  shillings,  and  the  other  for  ten  shillings,  and  the  lord  de- 
mises both  for  thirty  shillings,  it  is  not  good. 

36.  With  respect  to  the  estate  which  the  lord  may  grant,  it 
has  been  resolved  in  many  cases  that  a  custom  enabling  the  loid 
to  grant  greater  estates  will  also  enable  him  to  grant  lesser  ones. 

37.  Thus  where  the  custom  of  a  manor  was,  that  copyholds 
might  be  granted  in  fee  simple  ;  a  grant  to  one  and  his  heirs  of 
his  body  was  held  to  be  good.  For  whether  it  was  a  fee  simple 
conditional,  or  an  estate  tail,  it  was  within  the  custom.  So  the 
lord  might  grant  for  life  or  for  years  by  the  same  custom ;  for  aa 
estate  in  fee  simple  included  all. 
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38.  The  custom  of  a  manor  was  to  grant  copyholds  in  fee  or  Stanton  o. 
for  life  solummodo  ea  capienti  extra  manus  dotnini.    A  grant  was  Cro.  Eliz.  373. 
made  to  one  for  life,  remainder  in  tail,  remainder  in  fee.     It  was  ^       ' 
objected,  that  it  ought  to  be  an  immediate  taking,  therefore  the 
remainder  was  void  ;  also  that  the  custom  did  not  warrant  any 

estate  but  for  life,  and  in  fee.  The  court  resolved,  that  the  gi*ant 
was  good  enough  ;  and  that  the  custom  that  it  should  be  granted 
solummodo  ea  capienti  was  void. 

39.  If  customary  land  has  been  always  granted  in  fee,  and  Kemp  v.'Carter» 
upon  an  escheat  the  lord  grants  it  for  Hfe,  it  will  be  good;  for  ^  ^*^°-^^- 
the  custom  which  enables  him  to  grant  in  fee  will  enable  him  to 

grant  for  life.  And  after  the  death  of  the  grantee  for  life,  the 
lord  may  grant  the  same  in  fee ;  for  the  grant  for  life  was  no  in- 
terruption of  the  custom. 

40.  If  the  custom  of  the  manor  be,  that  copyholds  maybe  Ven.  ©.Howell, 

X   J    r      .!_         1-  1  /  t^  6Vin.Ab.25. 

granted  lor  three  lives,  an  estate  may  be  granted  to  three  per- 
sons for  the  lives  of  two ;  for  this  is  not  a  greater  estate  than  for 
three  lives. 

41.  It  was  found  by  special  verdict,  that  the  land  was  ancient  Downs  v. 
copyhold,  demisable  for  one  or  two  lives  ;  that  it  was  granted  by  q^^^  ^\l^  323. 
copy  to  J.  Downes,  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  habendum  to  him 

for  life,  and  to  the  plaintiff  durante  viduitate  sua.  The  question 
was,  if  this  were  warranted  by  the  custom,  for  the  wife's  estate ; 
for  it  was  no  absolute,  but  a  limited  estate.  All  the  justices  held, 
without  any  argument,  that  it  was  good  ;  for  when  the  custom 
warranted  the  greater  estate  for  life  to  be  made,  it  warranted  the 
lesser  estate ;  especially  here,  because  this  was  also  an  estate  for 
life,  but  limited,  and  as  it  were  conditional. 

42.  By  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Tregoar  in  Cornwall,  cus-  Smanie  v. 
tomary  lands  are  demisable  by  copy  of  court-roll  to  two  or  three  «  Ld.*Ray*ni. 
persons,  for  term  of  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of  ^' .  go 
them,  habendum  successive  siait  nominantur  in  charid,  8^c.  et  non 

aliier:  and  the  person  first  named  in  the  grant  enjoys  the  tene- 
ments to  him  alone  during  his  life,  and  so  does  the  second  and 
third ;  and  the  lord  is  entitled  to  a  heriot  of  every  such  person 
successively  dying  seised.  The  lord  granted  the  tenements  in 
question  to  one  Thomas  Norton  and  his  assigns,  habaidum  to  him 
and  his  assigns,  for  the  lives  of  J.  P.,  W.  W.,  and  of  the  said 
T.  Norton,  and  of  the  longer  liver  of  them  successive.  The  ques- 
tion was,  whether  this  grant  was  warranted  by  the  custom.     It 
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was  contended  that  it  was  void  in  toto,  not  being  pursuant  to  the 
custom ;  for  the  grant  was  to  Thomas  Norton  and  his  assigns, 
habendum  for  his  own  life,  and  the  lives  of  J.  P.  and  W«  W., 
which  varied  from  the  custom ;  and  though  the  grant  was  of  an 
inferior  interest  than  was  allowed  by  the  custom,  yet  it  being 
prejudicial  to  the  lord,  in  respect  of  his  tenure,  and  of  his  ser- 
vices, the  custom  would  not  warrant  it.  In  this  case  T.  Norton 
was  tenant  for  his  own  life,  and  the  lives  of  J.  P.  and  W.  W.  > 
for  they  were  not  named  to  take  an  interest,  but  only  added  by 
way  of  limitation  of  estate ;  so  that  upon  the  death  of  T.  Norton, 
if  either  of  the  two  other  lives  were  in  being,  there  would  be  an 
occupant  of  the  copyhold,  which  would  be  an  injury  to  the  lord, 
when  a  stranger  would  have  power  to  come  in  without  his  con* 
sent  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  said,  the  custom  consisted  of 
three  parts;  1.  As  to  the  constitution  of  the  estate  granted, 
which  must  be  by  copy  of  court-roll.  2.  As  to  the  extent  of  the 
estate,  which  must  not  be  above  three  lives.  3.  As  to  the  man- 
ner of  the  estate,  which  was  different  from  the  constitution  of  the 
law,  by  the  operation  of  the  custom ;  viz.  to  two  or  three,  habere 
dum  successive  sicut  nominantur.  When  a  custom  enabled  the 
lord  to  grant  for  three  lives,  he  could  grant  for  one  hfe,  for  it  was 
within  the  custom.  The  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  grant  were 
in  point.  Where  the  custom  was  to  grant  in  fee,  yet  the  lord 
might  grant  to  one  for  life,  with  a  remainder  to  another  in  tail,  as 

ilnte,  S.38.        ^°  ^^^  cc^^  of  Stanton  v.  Barnes;  and  it  was  good,  though  the 

custom  was  to  grant  an  entire  estate  in  fee  simple.  So  where  the 
custom  was  to  grant  for  life,  a  grant  durante  viduiUUe  was  good ; 

Ant§,s.Ai.        as  in  the  case  of  Downes  v.  Hopkins,  though  it  had  a  different 

determination ;  because  it  was  a  lesser  estate,  and  so  within  the 
custom.  Here  the  grant  was  only  to  T.  Norton  during  his  own 
life,  and  the  lives  of  the  other  two ;  the  consequence  of  which 
was,  that  if  T.  N.  died  living  the  cesiuis  que  vie,  since  there  could 
be  no  occupant  of  a  copyhold  estate,  the  lord  upon  his  death 
would  have  his  heriot  custom,  and  also  the  land.  So  that  it 
would  be  no  inconvenience,  though  the  lord  had  no  heriot  upon 
the  death  of  the  other  two,  because  he  would  have  the  land 
itself. 

The  Court  was  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  grant  was 
good. 
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43.  As  copyhold  grants  derive  their  effect  from  the  custom  of  Copyhold 
the  manor^  and  not  from  the  estate  of  the  lord  ;  they  are  consi-  ^i^*'ofmtny» 
dered  as  paramount  to,  and  will  take  place  of  many  other  titles  ^^^  estates, 
and  estates,  prior  to  them  in  point  of  time. 

44.  A  lord  of   a  manor  granted  copyhold  lands   for  three  Cham  v.  Dover, 
lives,  and  afterwards  married.    The  lives  determined  during  the  4Rep?24.a. 
coverture.    The  lord  entered  upon  those  lands,  and  kept  them  BRep.63.b. 
in  his  own  hands  for  some  time ;  he  then  granted  them  out  again 

by  copy,  and  died.  The  wife  of  the  lord  claimed  dower.  It  was 
resolved  that  the  copyholder  should  hold  the  lands  discharged 
of  dower ;  because  he  was  in  by  the  custom,  which  was  para- 
mount to  the  title  of  dower. 

45.  Lord  Coke,  however,  says,  if  the  heir  after  the  death  of  Co.  Cop.  i.  34. 
the  ancestor,  and  before  an  assignment  of  dower  to  the  widow,  „.  g.  * 

had  granted  lands  by  copy,  the  widow  might  avoid  these  grants  ; 
because  instantly  upon  the  death  of  the  husband  her  title  to 
dower  was  complete,  and  nothing  more  was  wanting  to  the  con- 
firmation of  her  interest. 

46.  Voluntary  grants  of  copyholds  will  also  take  place  of  any 
prior  charges  or  incumbrances,  created  by  the  lord  who  makes 
such  grants. 

47.  The  Earl  of  Westmoreland  beins:  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  Saods  t>. 

of  Kennington,  granted  a  rent-charge  to  Sir  W.  Cordell  for  life  2  Leon.  109. 
He  afterwards  made  a  feoffment  of  the  manor  to  Sir  John  Clifton, 
who  made  a  voluntary  grant  of  a  copyhold  to  one  Sands  for  life, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  the  same  being  an  ancient 
copyhold.    The  rent-charge  being  in  arrear,  a  distress  was  made 
on  the  copyhold  granted  to  Sands.    After  great  difference  of  3  Leon.  59. 
opinion,  it  seems  to  have  been  finally  settled  that  the  copyhold  2  ^ro'wiu^208. 
was  not  chargeable  ;  because  the  estate  of  the  copyholder  was  Giib.Ten.202. 
derived  from  the  custom,  which  was  paramount  to  the  charge. 

48.  The  same  point  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  who  says,  if  Co.Cop.  s.  34. 
the  lord  of  a  manor  acknowledges  a  statute,  and  then  grants 

lands  by  copy,  and  after  the  manor  is  delivered  to  the  cognizee 
in  extent,  the  grant  by  copy  cannot  by  this  be  impeached. 

49.  Although,  by  an  entry  for  a  condition  broken,  prior  es-  Tit.  13.  c.  2. 
tates  and  incumbrances  are  in  general  defeated ;  yet  copyhold 

grants  form  an  exception,  of  which  an  account  will  be  given 
hereafter. 
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CHAP.  III. 


Tncidentt  to  Copyholds. 


Sbct.  1.  Capifholder$  ml^eetto  FeaUj^ 

S.  Entitled  to  Ettoven. 
7.  Bmt  coMmot  tM  gmenl  cammU 
Waste, 

16.  Captfkoidi  are  deaeendible. 

17.  AHenaUe  and  devimbU. 

18.  May  be  leased  far  Years, 
SI.  NatUabU  to  Debts. 

92.  Stt^t  to  Free  Bench, 
89.  Wkiek  may  be  barred  bjf  a 
Jointure, 


Sect.  84.  And  by  the  AUenaiiMi  ff  ike 

Hnsband. 
41.  Or  even  au  Agreement    fa 

convey, 
46.  And  by  Fmfeitnre, 

46.  And  by  a  Grant  ^the  Free- 

hold to  the  Umsband, 

47.  A    Devise   may   bar    Free- 

bench. 
49.  Suloeci  to  Cvrtesy. 
54.  What   StahUes    extend    ie 

Copyholds. 


CopyholdeiB 
•abject  to 
fealty,  &c. 
Lit.  s.  84. 132. 
lliuf.63.a. 


Ante,Ch.  1. 


Entitled  to 
estoveiB. 
Heydon  v. 
Smith, 
13  Rep.  68. 


Section  I. 

By  the  general  custom  of  all  manors^  several  services  are  dae  by 
copyholders  to  their  lords,  of  which  the  first  is  fealty.  And  Lord 
Coke  says,  the  doing  fealty  by  a  copyholder  proves  that  so  long 
as  he  observes  the  castoins  of  the  manor,  and  performs  his  ser- 
vices, he  has  a  fixed  estate ;  for  tenant  at  will,  that  may  be  put 
out  at  pleasure,  shall  not  do  fealty.  The  taking  the  oath  of 
fealty  is,  however,  now  usually  respited. 

2.  Suit  of  court  is  another  service  to  which  all  copyholders 
are  bound  ;  for  otherwise,  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  lord  to 
hold  a  copyhold  court  And  it  has  been  stated,  that  every  copy- 
holder is  bound  to  attend  the  lord's  court,  and  to  be  sworn  of 
the  homage.  In  many  manors  copyholders  are  also  liable,  by 
particular  custom,  to  the  payment  of  rent  service,  rents  of  assize, 
and  reliefs ;  and  to  the  performance  of  a  variety  of  services. 

3.  It  was  resolved  in  8  Jac.  1.  that  every  copyholder  may,  of 
common  right,  and  as  a  thing  incident  to  the  grant,  take  house- 
bote, hedgebote,  and  ploughbote,  upon  his  copyhold.    But  this 
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right  may  be  restrained  by  custom ;  namely,  that  the  copyholder 
shall  not  take  it  unless  by  assignment  of  the  lord,  or  his  bailiff. 
The  lord  cannot,  therefore,  cut  down  all  the  timber  trees  on  a 
copyhold  estate,  but  must  leave  sufficient  for  the  reparation  of 
the  houses,  and  for  ploughbote,  8ic. 

4.  A  copyholder  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  Ashmeadv. 
lord  of  the  manor  for  cutting  down  trees  on  his  copyhold,  al-  i  LdTRaym. 
leging  a  custom  within  the  manor  that  every  copyholder  for  life,  ^^' 
&c.  had  used  to  have  all  timber  trees  growing  upon  his  land  for 
the  reparation  of  houses :  and  that  all  the  timber  trees  growing 
upon  the  said  lands  were  not  sufficient  for  the  reparations,  &c. 
The  whole  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  judgment  ought  to 
be  given  for  the  copyholder,  because  it  appeared  he  had  not 
enough  to  repair  without  those  trees :  therefore,  judgment  could 
not  be  given  for  the  defendant  without  overthrowing  the  case  of 
Heydon  v.  Smith.  And  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  said,  that  a 
copyholder  holds  the  trees  by  copy  of  court  roll,  as  well  as  the 
land ;  therefore,  it  seemed  to  him,  that  the  lord  could  not  cut 
the  trees  growing  upon  the  copyhold.  That  Cro.  Eliz.  361. 
says,  the  copyholder  might  lop  the  trees  without  a  special  custom, 
which  shewed  that  the  copyholder  had  a  special  property  in 
them. 

This  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  i  Salk.638. 
reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  (a) 

6.  Where  the  custom  of  the  manor  is,  that  the  copyholder  Sandford  v. 
shall  employ  the  timber  cut  down  in  the  reparation  of  his  tene-  3^^u!282. 
ments,  yet  as  to  the  tops  and  bark,  which  cannot  be  employed 
in  repairs,  he  may  sell  them  towards  defraying  the  charges  of  the 
reparations.  ' 

6.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  direct  a  commission  to  set  out  Ayrayv.Bil- 
sufficient  timber  and  wood  for  the  copyholder,  for  all  manner  of  Finch  199. 
botes  and  estovers,  according  to  the  custom  used  within  the 

manor ;  and  the  rest  for  the  use  of  the  lord. 

7.  A  copyholder  cannot  commit  any  kind  of  waste,  unless  But  cannot  in 
there  be  a  particular  custom  to  warrant  it,  for  the  timber  grow-  waste. 

ing  on  copyhold  estates  is,    by  the  general  custom  of  most  i^^P-^- 

(a)  The  printed  caae  in  this  appeal  is  in  Mr.  Serjeant  Hill's  Collection  of  Cases  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  (now  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Library)  on  the  back  of  which  is  written  by 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Ward — **  This  judgment  was  reverted  by  eleven  against  ten  lords, 
and  against  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges  of  England." — Note  by  Mr.  Cruise. 
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Glaicock's  c«ae, 
4  Leon.  238. 
Denn  o. 
Johnson, 
10  £ut.  206. 
Rolls  V.  Mason, 
Browol.132. 


Rockey  v. 
Huggens, 
Cro.  Car.220. 

Powell  V.  Pea- 
cock, Cio.Jac. 
29.Noy,2.ca.5. 
Mardiner  v. 
Elliot,  2  Tenn 
R.746. 

Whitechurchv. 
Holworthy, 
19  Yes.  213. 
4  Man.  and 
Selw.340. 


Dunch  V. 
Bampton, 
4  Yes.  700. 
Infra,  ch.  5. 


Ten. 327. 
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manors,  the  property  of  the  lord,  who  may  cat  it  down; 
provided  he  leaves  a  sufficient  quantity  for  the  repairs  of  the 
copyhold. 

8.  A  copyholder  in  fee  may,  however,  by  the  particular  custom 
of  a  manor,  have  a  right  to  out  down  timber  trees  growing  on 
his  copyhold,  and  to  sell  them  at  his  pleasure,  which  has  been 
adjudged  to  be  a  good  custom.  It  has  also  been  held,  tbat 
where  a  copyholder  for  life  had  a  power  of  nominating  his  sac* 
cesser,  a  custom  enabling  htm  to  fell  timber,  was  good ;  because 
he  was  quasi  a  copyholder  in  fee. 

0.  A  custom  that  a  copyholder  for  life  may  cat  down  timber, 
is  unreasonable  and  void;  for  it  is  a  destruction  of  the  in- 
heritance, and  contrary  to  the  nature  of  an  estate  for  life.  And, 
in  a  modem  case  it  was  held,  that  a  copyholder  for  three  lives, 
without  any  power  of  compelling  his  lord  to  renew,  could  not 
cut  down  timber. 

10.  It  has  been  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon,  that  the  lord  of  a 
manor  has  not  by  law,  independently  of  custom,  any  such  pro- 
perty or  interest  in  the  timber  growing  on  the  copyhold  premises 
of  a  tenant,  as  entitles  him  to  enter  and  cut.  That  generally  if 
liiere  is  no  custom  for  the  tenants  of  a  manor  to  cut  timber,  it 
belongs  to  the  lord.  That  it  seemed  there  might  be,  as  to  timber 
on  copyhold  premises,  what  may  exist  unquestionably  as  to  mines, 
a  custom  that  the  lord  cannot  take  without  consent  of  the  copy- 
holder, and  vice  ijerta.  That  a  copyholder  might,  by  the  custom, 
have  such  an  interest  in  the  timber  that  he  might  himself  cat  it. 
So  he  might  have  a  special  interest  to  prevent  the  lord's  cut- 
ting :  but  such  a  custom  ought  to  be  proved  by  extremely  strong 
evidence. 

11.  The  right  of  a  copyholder  to  cut  down  timber  is  a  l<^al 
one.  Where  he  exceeds  or  abuses  it,  he  will  forfeit  his  copy- 
hold ;  therefore  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  grant  an  injunc- 
tion, at  the  suit  of  a  lord  of  a  manor,  to  restrain  his  copyholder 
from  committing  waste. 

12.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert,  that  a  copy- 
holder of  inheritance  cannot,  without  a  special  custom,  dig 
for  mines ;  neither  can  the  lord  dig  in  the  copyholder's  land, 
on  account  of  the  great  prejudice  he  would  thereby  do  to 
the  copyhold.  And  this  doctrine  was  confirmed  in  the  follow- 
ing case. 


TUle  X.  Copyhold.  Ch.  lU.  s.  13—17.  283 

13.  An  action  of  trover  having  been  brought  by  the  lord  of  a  ma-  £p.  Winton  v. 
nor,  by  the  d  irection  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  against  a  customary  ^^^  4Qg^  * 
tenant,  for  ore  dug  and  disposed  of  by  the  tenant ;  there  never 

having  been  a  mine  of  copper  before  discovered  in  the  manor,  the 
jury  could  not  find  that  the  customary  tenaDt  might  by  custom 
dig  and  open  new  copper  mines.  Lord  Cowper  held  that  neither 
the  tenant  without  the  licence  of  the  lord,  nor  the  lord  without 
the  consent  of  the  tenant,  could  dig  in  the  copper  mines ;  being 
new  mines. 

14.  It  was  resolved  in  a  modern  case,  that  the  lord  of  a  manon  Boumev. 
as  such,  had  no  right,  without  a  custom,   to  enter  upon  the  lo'Eut.  189. 
copyholds  within  his  manor,  under  which  there  were  mines  and  J[j]'.^73.'^'°'^' 
veins  of  coal,  in  order  to  work  them ;  and  that  the  copyholder 

might  maintain  trespass  against  him. 

15.  Lord  Coke  has  laid  it  down,  that  a  copyholder  is  punish-  i  Inst. 63. a.  n, 
able  for  permissive  waste ;  and,  though  there  are  some  authori- 
ties against  him,  yet  this  appears  to  be  now  admitted.     But  I  Estconrtv. 
apprehend  it  only  applies  to  copyholds  held  for  lives,  not  to  isaik.'i86. 
those  held  in  fee.     If,  therefore,  a  copyholder  for  life  suffers  the 
buildings  to  decay,  it  is  waste ;  so,  if  he  erects  a  house  on  his 

land,  and  suffers  it  to  fall  down,  it  is  waste. 

16.  Where  a  copyhold  estate  is  granted  to  a  person  and  his  Copyholds  are 
heirs,  it  is  descendible  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common    ^'^^  * 
law ;  unless  the  custom  is  otherwise,  in  which  case  the  custom  Tit.  29.  c  6. 
must  prevail.    But  copyholds  do  not  in  other  respects  partake 

of  the  nature  of  freehold  estates  of  inheritance.  For  as  they 
are  descendible  only  by  custom,  they  have  not  any  of  the  col- 
lateral qualities  of  descent,  unless  those  qtudities  are  also  esta- 
blished by  the  custom.  (6) 

17.  Copyholds  are  not  alienable  by  feoffment,  or  other  com-  Alienable  and 
mon  law  assurance :  but,  by  the  general  custom  of  all  manors,  Tiu  37.  c.  i. 
a  copyholder  may,  by  surrendering  his  estate  to  the  lord,  to  the 

use  of  a  purchaser,  effectually  alienate  it.    Copyhold  estates  are 

also  indirectly  devisable,  though  not  within  the  statute  of  Wills.  Tit.  38.  c.  4. 

But  there  are  some  customary  estates  in  the  north,  which  are 

not  devisable,  either  directly  or  indirectly  [by  the  custom,  but  4  East.  271. 

it  is  conceived  they  are  devisable,  according  to  the  Statute  of  Seech.i.ofthis 

Frauds,  as  if  they  were  strictly  freeholds.]  ^"  '•  ^*' 

W  \J^  alterations  in  the  law  of  inheritance  by  the  recent  stat  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  106. 
apply  to  copyholds  as  well  as  to  freeholds  and  lands  of  other  tenures.] 
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May  be  leased     18.  By  the  general  custom  of  all  manors,  a  copyholder  may 

Co.  Cop.  1. 61.    make  a  lease  for  one  year ;  and,  with  the  licence  of  the  lord,  he 

may  make  a  lease  for  any  number  of  years.     Lord  Coke  says,  if 

6  Vin.  Ab.  217.  the  lessee  be  ousted,  he  shall  not  sue  in  the  lord's  court  by  plaint, 

but  shall  have  an  ejectment  at  the  common  law  ;  because  he  has 
not  a  customary  estate  by  copy,  but  a  warrantable  estate,  by  the 

GUb.  Ten.  2d9.  rules  of  the  common  law. 

19.  In  the  case  of  a  lease  by  licence  of  the  lord,  the  lessee  may 

r^.^    ^  assign  it,  or  make  an  under  lease  for  years,  without  any  new 

Hodges,  licence ;  for  the  lord's  interest  is  discharged  for  so  many  years. 

And  if  the  copyholder  should  die  without  heirs,  yet  the  lease 
shall  stand  against  the  lord,  by  reason  of  his  licence,  which 
amounts  to  a  confirmation. 

Gilb.  299.  20.  The  lord  can  only  grant  a  licence  to  lease  during  the  con- 

tinuance of  his  own  estate  in  the  manor.  Therefore  a  lease  for 
years  made  by  licence  of  a  lord,  who  is  only  tenant  for  life,  will 
cease  at  his  death. 

Not  liable  to  21.  Copy  holds  [were  not,  previously  to  the  recent  stat  3  8c  4 

4  Kep.22.         Will.  4.  c.  104.]  liable  to  the  payment  of  debts,  even  of  record; 

Rexi  Budd      ^^^  ^^  debts  due  to  the  crown.     Because  if  a  creditor  were  al- 

ParkerR.  190.    lowed  to  take  possession  of  a  copyhold  estate,  it  would  be  pre- 

judicial  to  the  lord.  And  where  a  copyholder  in  fee  simple  died, 
his  estate  was  not  assets,  in  the  hands  of  his  heir,  as  freehold 
lands  were,  for  payment  of  specialty  debts:  [and  for  this  reason, 
the  copyholds  of  a  trader  within  the  Bankrupt  Act  were  not,  like 
other  real  estate,  equitable  assets  witin  the  stat  1 1  Geo.  4.  and 
1  Will.  4.  c.  47.  s.  9. 

Coombes  v.  But  copyholds  may  be  charged  by  will  with  the  payment  of 

Gib80D,Tit.38.   jgjj^^ 

So  also  the  copyholds  of  a  trader  within  the  Bankrupt  Law, 
may  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  68. ;  and  those  of  an  insolvent, 
under  the  enactments  of  the  7  Geo.  4.  c.  57.  s.  20. ;  2  Will.  4. 
c.  44. 
Sup-Tit.  1.8.57.       But  now,  by  the  recent  statute,  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  104.  copy- 
holds, as  well  as  freeholds,  are  made  asssets  for  the  payment  of 
simple  contract,  as  well  as  specialty  debts.] 
Sabjecttofree         2'-'  Copyholders,  not  having  the  freehold  of  the  lands,  their 
bench.  widows  are  not  entitled  to  dower.    But  in  most  manors  in  which 

4  Rep.  22.  a. 

there  are  copyholds,  there  is  a  custom  that  the  widows  of  copy- 
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holders  shall  have  a  certain  portion  of  their  husband's  lands,  for 
their  support,  which  is  generally  called  the  widow's  free  bench. 
As  this  right  depends  upon  the  particular  customs  of  each  manor, 
it  varies  in  different  manors,  both  as  to  the  quantity  to  which 
the  widow  is  entitled,  and  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  held. 

23.  In  most  manors  free  bench  consists  of  one  half  of  the  Ilnsu33.  b. 
husband's  copyhold,  in  others  of  a  third,    or  a  fifth,  and  in 

some  few  of  the  whole.  It  is  generally  an  estate  for  life ;  in 
many  manors  it  is  forfeited  by  incontinency,  or  a  second  ngi^- 
riage ;  as  in  the  manors  of  East  and  West  Emborne  in  Berk- 
shire, where  the  widows  of  copyholders  are  entitled  to  free  Blount.  Fngm. 
bench,  dum  sola  et  casta  fuerirU,  But  if  a  widow  is  found  guilty 
of  incontinency,  she  loses  her  free  bench ;  unless  she  comes  into 
Court,  riding  backwards  upon  a  black  ram,  and  repeats  certain 
words.  The  same  custom  prevails  in  the  manor  of  Chadleworth 
in  Berkshire,  and  that  of  Torre  in  Devonshire. 

24.  Free  bench  is  not  incident  to  copyholds  of  inheritance 
alone ;  but  also,  in  some  manors,  to  copyholds  granted  only  for 
life. 

25.  Lord  Howard  being  seised  of  the  manor  of  Stockwood  Howard  v. 
in  Dorsetshire,  where  the  custom  was,  that  the  widows  of  copy-  uob.  181. 
holders  for  lives  should  enjoy,  during  their  widowhood,  the  cus- 
tomary lands  of  which  their  husbands  died   seised,  granted  a 
customary  tenement  to  John  Bartlet  for  life,  by  copy.     It  was  Salisbury ». 
resolved,  that  upon  the  death  of  J.  Bartlet  his  wife  should  have  g.  37* 
her  widow's  estate  in  the  land,  it  being  an  excrescence,  which  by 

the  custom  grew  of  itself  out  of  the  estate. 

26.  A  right  to  free  bench  attaches  before  the  admittance  of  Gilb.  Ten.  288. 
the  husband,  either  upon   a  descent  or  a  surrender.     But  a  Atkins,  Tit!  37. 
widow  is  not  entitled  to  free  bench  out  of  the  trust  of  a  copy-  xii^'i2.c.2. 
hold. 

27.  Where  the  widow  of  the  ancestor  holds  a  moiety  of  the  Baker  ».  Bcres- 
copyhold,  as  her  free  bench,  the  widow  of  the  son  will  only,  be    ^"^  '    *^  ' 
entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  remaining  moiety,  upon  a  principle  Tit.  6.  c.  3. 
established  in  the  case  of  dower. 

28.  Where  a  widow  is  entitled  to  free  bench,  she  shall  have  *  Rep.  30.  b. 

all  the  incidents  to  dower ;  and  will  therefore  be  entitled  to  the 

same  damages,  under  the  Statute  of  Merton,  as  a  dowress.    And  P!***^'*,?^' 
^  ,  '  5  Rep.  116. 

where  free  bench  determines  by  the  act  of  God,  there  shall  be  Cro.  £iiz.  460. 

Tit.3.c.  1, 
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emblementSy  as  in  the  case  of  a  freehold  estate  for  life.  Bat 
where  it  detenuines  by  the  act  of  the  widow,  as  by  incoQtinency, 
or  a  second  marriage,  it  is  otherwise. 

29.  If  the  widow  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  copyhold,  as 
her  free  bench,  she  may  enter  immediately;  as  the  law  casts 
the  possession  upon  her,  in  the  same  manner  as  it  does  npon  the 
heir,  in  cases  of  descent.  Where  the  widow  takes  a  portion  only, 
it  should  seem  that  the  possession  is  not  cast  upon  her,  any 
more  than  in  the  case  of  dower  at  common  law;*  consequently 
that  she  is  not  entitled  to  enter,  without  an  assignment. 

30.  An  ejectment  will  not  lie  for  a  third  part  of  a  copyhold, 
as  free  bench :  but  the  widow  must  levy  a  plaint  in  the  manor 
court,  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  dower ;  and  the  homage  must 
set  out  the  same.  But  if  the  custom  be  for  the  widow  to  bare 
a  third  part,  not  in  the  nature  of  dower,  that  is,  in  severalty,  but 
in  common  with  the  heir,  it  is  then  otherwise. 

31.  When  the  widow  is  admitted  to  her  free  bench,  she  holds 
of  the  lord  ;  and  the  heir  is  not  admitted  during  her  life :  which 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  says,  plainly  proves  that  the  course 
of  tenure  of  copyholds  is  not  like  that  of  freeholds.  For  in  that 
case  she  should  hold  of  the  heir. 

32.  A  jointure,  whether  legal  or  equitaUe,  is  a  good  bar  to 
the  claim  of  a  widow  to  free  bench  of  a  copyhold  ;  as  well  as  to 
dower. 

33.  A  man,  in  consideration  of  his  marriage,  and  to  make 
some  provision  for  his  intended  wife,  by  deed  executed  before 
marriage  settled  upon  her,  if  she  should  survive  him,  part  of  his 
real  estate  for  her  jointure,  and  in  full  bar  and  recompence  of  all 
dower  or  thirds  which  she  could  be  entitled  to,  or  any  way 
claim,  out  of  any  lands,  tenements,  messuages,  or  hereditaments, 
of  which  he  then  was,  or  ever  after  during  the  coverture,  should 
be,  seised  of  freehold  or  inheritance.  After  the  marriage  the 
husband  purchased  copyhold  estates,  of  which  the  wife  got  pos- 
session upon  his  death,  as  her  free  bench.  It  was  decreed 
against  the  widow,  upon  the  principle  that  the  jointure  barred 
her  of  free  bench,  as  well  as  of  dower. 

34.  The  right  to  free  bench  does  not,  Uke  dower,  attach  on  all' 
the  copyhold  estates  which  the  husband  had  during  the  cover- 
ture ;  but  only  on  those  of  which  he  died  possessed,  or  as  the 
custom  usually  expresses  it,  whereof  he  died  seised ;  so  that  a 
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copyholder  may  defeat  bis  wife's  right  to  free  bench ,  by  any 
species  of  alienation,  (c)  ^ 

36.  Where  the  custom  of  the  manor  was,  that  the  wives  of  Parker «. 
copyholders^  dying  tenants  of  the  manor,  should  be  endowed,  a  cro.  Car.  668. 
copyholder  became  a  bankrupt;  the  commissioners  bargained 
and  sold  his  copyhokt  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  The  copy- 
iKdder  died  b^re  the  bargainee  was  admitted.  Resolved,  that 
the  widow  was  barred  of  her  free  bench,  because  her  husband 
did  not  die  tenant. 

36.  A  person  surrendered  his  copyhold  by  w»v  of  mortjgage,  Benson «.  Scott, ; 
and  died  without  paying  off  the  money,  leaving  a  widow,  who  sun.  406.  [ 
claimed  dower.  The  Court  said  the  widow's  title  did  not  cona-  | 
mence  by  the  marriage :  if  it  did,  the  husband  then  could  do  ' 
nothing  to  prejudice  it ;  but  it  was  plain  he  might  alien  or  extin- 
guish his  right.  The  free  bench  grew  out  of  the  estate  of  the  | 
husband,  it  was  his  dying  seised  which  gave  the  widow  a  title  ;  : 
as  the  husband  had  a  defeasible  estate,  so  the  wife  might  j 
have  her  free  bench  defeated. 

37.  Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  cus-  Salisbury  «. 
torn  of  the  manor  of  Warminster  was,  to  grant  copyholds  for  cowp.48i. 
three  lives ;  that  the  first  life  had  a  power  of  surrendering  the 

whole  estate ;  and  the  widow  of  a  tenant  who  died  seised  was 
entitled  to  her  free  bench.  That  one  F.,  then  a  copyholder  for 
three  lives,  surrendered  to  Hurd,  the  deceased  husband  of  the 
defendant,  who  by  licence  from  the  last  lord  demised  to  Singer 
fac  ninety-nine  years,  by  way  of  mortgage.  Then  Hard  died, 
Singer  demised  to  the  plaintiff.  The  widow  of  Hurd  claimed 
her  free  bench,  there  being  no  special  custom  to  make  a  demise 
of  this  kind,  therefore  contended  that  the  estate  of  her  husband 
was  not  determined,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  but 
he  must  be  deemed  to  have  died  seised  of  the  copyhoU,  and  the 
widow  still  entitled  to  her  free  bench.  On  the  other  side  it  was 
said,  that  the  copyholder,  having  obtained  the  lord's  licence, 
might  do  what  he  pleased  with  the  estate,  and  could  have  con- 
veyed it  from  the  wife,  in  any  form  he  thought  fit,  consequently 
her  right  of  free  bench  must  be  subject  to  the  mortgage. 
The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to 

(c)  [Bat  in  the  manor  of  Cheltenham  in  Gloucestershire,  the  widow  of  a  copyholder 
is  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  customary  lands  of  which  her  husband  was  tenant  during 
he  coverture,  hut  of  which  he  did  not  die  seised.  Riddell  v.  Jenoer,  10  Bing.  29.] 
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free  bench :  they  held  there  was  a  great  differeDce  between  the 
custom  of  free  bench,  found  in  this  case^  and  dower;  the  widow 
was  entitled  todower of  bII  her  husband  was  seised  of  during 
the  coverture,  but  her  right  was  confined  to  such  estates  as  he 
should  die  seised  of ;  consequently,  as  between  lord  and  tenant, 
they  might  defeat  the  wife's  estate  when  they  pleased. 

38.  A  surrender  of  a  copyhold  to  the  lord,  for  the  purpose 
of  alienation,  will  therefore  operate  as  a  bar  to  free  bench.  And 
even  a  surrender,  to  the  use  of  the  surrenderor's  will,  bars  his 

I   widow ;  because  there  the  copyholder  parted  with  his  estate. 

39.  It  was  held  in  2  Ja.  I.  that  if  a  copyholder  makes  a  lease 
for  years,  his  widow  shall  not  avoid  it,  without  a  special  custom, 
because  the  lessee  comes  in  under  the  custom,  and  by  the  lord's 
licence,  as  well  as  the  widow. 

40.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  makes  the  following  observa- 
tions on  this  case  : — **  It  seems  to  me  that  the  feme  shall  not  in 
this  case  be  endowed  of  the  third  part  of  the  rent  and  reversion ; 
because  customs  ought  to  be  strictly  pursued  ;  and  that  is  only 
to  be  endowed  of  the  land.  Yet  it  seems,  after  the  lease  ended, 
she  shall  be  endowed,  for  the  husband  did  die  seised ;  the  pos- 
session of  his  lessee  being  his  own  possession.  But  it  was 
agreed  in  this  case,  that  by  special  custom  the  feme  might  avoid 
the  lease.  This,  among  other  cases,  proves  that  a  copyholder 
may  dispose  of  his  land,  and  bar  his  wife  of  her  free  bench,  un- 
less there  be  a  particular  custom  that  she  shall  avoid  any  aliena- 
tion, 8ic.  made  by  him  ;  for  then  the  particular  custom  shall,  as 
it  seems,  avoid  his  charge,  as  well  in  the  case  of  copyhold,  as  of 
freehold  estates,  by  the  common  law." 

41.  Even  an  agreement  to  convey  will,  in  equity,  bar  the  widow 
of  a  copyholder  of  her  right  to  free  bench. 

42.  A  husband  copyholder  of  an  estate,  to  which,  by  the  cus- 
tom of  the  manor,  his  widow  was  entitled,  as  her  free  bench,  in 
case  he  died  seised  thereof,  being  in  gaol,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment for  the  sale  of  that  estate  to  his  son,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion. The  husband  died  without  having  executed  the  agree- 
ment, by  an  actual  surrender  of  the  copyhold,  and  passing 
the  legal  estate  to  the  son ;  who  brought  his  bill  for  a  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement  to  the  exclusion  of  the  widow's 
free  bench. 

Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion  there  was  a  strong  equity  that 
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the  widow  ehouldbe  bound,  as  well  as  the  heir;  and  decreed  the 
purchaser  entitled  to  relief  against  the  widow. 

43.  A  bill  was  filed  for  a  foreclosure,  and  to  compel  a  surren-  Brown  v. 

def  of  a  copyhold  estate,  under  a  covenant  in  the  mortgage  deed,  3  vesJim.sse. 
to  surrender  those  premises  as  an  additional  security.  The 
question  was,  whether  this  covenant  of  the  mortgagor  barred  the 
right  of  his  widow  to  free  bench.  The  custom  of  the  manor 
appeared  by  the  evidence  to  be,  that  the  copyholder  could  con- 
vey these  estates  by  surrender :  but  where  he  died  seised  of  the 
estate,  the  widow  was  entitled  to  it  during  her  widowhood,  as 
her  free  bench. 

Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.  said  it  was  perfectly  clear  that  the 
right  of  a  copyholder's  wife  might  be  barred  by  her-^usband, 
by  any  act  done  for  valuable  consideration,  whether  conveying 
a  legal  estate,  or  otherwise.  Upon  the  evidence,  supposing  this 
a  widow's  estate,  arising  out  of  an  estate  of  which  the  husband 
was  complete  owner,  and  could  bar  her  estate,  he  was  of  opinion 
it  was  that  sort  of  estate  which  any  equitable  conveyance  would 
bind.  Any  act  of  the  husband  for  valuable  consideration  barred 
her  equally  with  a  legal  surrender ;  and  she  was  compellable  in 
equity  to  surrender,  pursuant  to  such  contract 

44.  There  are,  however,  many  manors  in  which  the  custom 
is,  that  the  widow  shall  have  her  free  bench  of  all  the  customary 
tenements  whereof  her  husband  was  seised,  at  any  time  during 
the  coverture. 

45.  If  a  copyholder  does  any  act  which,  by  the  custom  of  the  And  by  for- 
manor,  amounts  to  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate,  his  wife  will  thereby  a^/ 
lose  her  free  bench ;  because  every  thing  which  determines  the  ]  Free»*^i^- 
estate  of  the  copyholder  has  that  effect. 

46.  Where  the  lord  of  the  manor  conveys  the  freehold  oi  the  And  by  a  grant 
land  to  the  copyholder  in  fee,  his  wife  will  thereby  lose  her  free  y^e  ha^d. 
bench ;  because  the  copyhold  is  destroyed,  ae  will  be  shewn  ^^h°^^  ^ 
hereafter.    But  if  the  lord  grants  the  freehold  of  a  copyhold  to  Cro.  Ja.  126. 

a  stranger,  the  wife  will  not  lose  her  free  bench,  because  this 
does  not  destroy  the  copyhold. 

47.  A  general  devise  of  other  lands  will  not  bar  a  widow  of  A  deTiie  mar 
free  bench ;  for  the  same  reason  that  it  will  not  bar  dower.    But  xit  6.  c.  4. 
where  it  is  expressed  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  the  widow  is 

then  put  to  her  election. 

48.  A  testator,  after  devising  to  his  wife,  declared  in  his  will,  Ward  v.  Waid. 

«^r     .  «  Amb.299. 
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that  what  he  had  before  given  her^  should  be  in  full  of  all  dower^ 
and  right  of  dower,  or  thirds^  which  she  might  have,  or  claim  in 
or  out  of  his  real  estate.  It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Hardwicke, 
that  the  devise  was  a  satisfaction  of  the  wife's  right  to  free  bench 
of  acopyhoidy  which  the  testator  had  purchased  after  the  making 
of  his  will ;  for  free  bench  was  a  customary  right,  nomine  dotis, 
and  so  declared  by  Bracton. 

49.  Curtesy  is  not  incident  to  copyholds,  unless  there  be  a 
special  custom  to  warrant  it.  Where  a  custom  of  this  kind  pre- 
vails, it  is  construed  strictly,  and  not  extended  beyond  the  words. 
Thus,  if  the  custom  be,  that  where  a  man  marries  a  customary 
tenant,  he  shall  have  curtesy,  the  woman  must  be  a  copyholder 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

50.  The  custom  of  a  manor  was,  that  if  any  man  took  to  wife 
a  customary  tenant,  had  issue,  and  outlived  his  wife,  he  should 
be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  A  person  pleaded  that  he  took  to  wife 
one  Ann,  to  whom,  during  the  said  coverture,  a  customary  tene- 
ment of  the  said  manor  did  descend ;  that  he  had  issue,  and  that 
she  was  dead.  It  was  adjudged  that  the  husband  was  not  en- 
titled to  curtesy,  under  the  custom,  because  his  vrife  was  not  a 
customary  tenant  at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

Lord  Ch.  Just.  Holt,  and  Powell,  Just,  held  this  case  not  to 
be  law :  but  it  is  observable,  that  it  is  stated  by  Lord  C.  B. 
Gilbert,  without  any  expression  of  dissent. 

51.  Although  the  wife  be  not  actually  admitted  to  the  copy- 
hold, yet  the  husband  will  be  entitled  to  curtesy. 

52.  The  custom  of  a  manor  was,  that  if  a  man  had  a  wife 
seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  lands,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  and  had  issue  by  her,  he  should  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 
It  was  found  that  A.  a  copyholder,  was  seised  and  had  issue,  a 
daughter,  who  was  married  to  J.  S.  and  had  issue.  A.  died ;  his 
daughter  entered,  but  died  without  being  admitted.  The  Court 
seemed  of  opinion  that  the  husband  was  entitled  to  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,  before  admittance  of  the  wife ;  and  that  the  delay  of 
admittance  by  the  lord  should  not  prejudice  the  husband,  who 
was  a  third  person. 

53.  By  the  custom  of  some  manors  the  husband  of  a  copy- 
holder is  entitled  to  curtesy,  though  he  has  no  issue  by  his  wife. 
But  such  estate  is  forfeitable  by  a  second  marriage. 
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54.  Copyhold  estates  are  as  much  under  the  control  of  the  What  statute* 
•r     •  -I  1  T»         1  1  1     extend  to  copy- 
Legislature  as  any  others.     But  where  they  are  not  expressly  holds. 

mentioned  in  an  act  of  parliament,  it  frequently  does  not  extend 
to  them,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  that  it  should  affect  them.  And  Lord  Coke  has  Cop.  s.  53. 
laid  down  the  following  rules  for  distinguishing  between  those 
statutes  that  do  or  do  not  extend  to  copyholds.  Where  an  act 
of  parliament  alters  the  service,  tenure^  or  interest  of  the  land,  or 
other  thing,  in  prejudice  of  the  lord ;  there  the  general  words  of 
such  an  act  of  parliament  extend  not  to  copyholds.  But  where 
an  act  is  generally  made  for  the  good  of  the  commonwealth,  and 
no  prejudice  may  accrue  by  reason  of  the  alteration  of  any  in- 
terest, service,  tenure,  or  custom  of  the  manor,  there  usually 
copyholds  are  within  the  general  purview  of  such  acts. 

55.  In  conformity  to  these  principles  it  is  held,  that  the  sta- 
tute 4  Hen.  7.  of  fines,  as  to  their  being  a  bar  after  five  years' 
non-claim ;  the  statutes  of  bankruptcy,  the  statutes  of  limita- 
tions, the  statutes  of  mortmain,  the  statute  7  Ann.  relative  to  i  wm.  4.c.60. 
conveyances  by  infant  trustees,  and  many  others,   extend  to  ■*'2-^»^' 
copyholds.     It  has  been  already  stated  that  the  statute  De  Supr.  c.  2.  ss. 
Donis,  does  not  extend  to  copyholds.  ' 

56.  But  it  is  also  settled,  that  the  statute  of  Westminster,  2. 
c.  18.  which  gives  the  writ  of  elegit,  the  statute  II  Hen.  7. 
respecting  alienations  by  a  wife  of  the  lands  of  her  husband, 
the  statute  of  uses  and  jointures,  the  statute  of  wills,  the 
statute  32  Hen.  8.  as  to  the  discontinuance,  by  the  wife  of 
the  husband's  lands,  the  statute  13  Eliz.,  for  making  account- 
ants* lands  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  Crown,  and  several  other 
statutes,  do  not  extend  to  copyholds. 

57.  Copyhold  estates  are  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  sta-  Tit.  32.  c.  3. 
tute  of  frauds,  concerning  the  sale  of  lands,  and  the  seventh 
section,  which  requires  declarations  of  trust  to  be  in  writing : 

but  they  are  not  within  the  sections  of  the  statute  which  relate  Tit.  38.  c  4. 
to  devises  of  lands. 

58.  The  recent  statute,  3  &  Will.  4.  c.  74.  for  abolishing  fines 
and  recoveries,  applies  to  copyholds.  Sect.  50,51,52,53,54, 
infra,  title  37.  c.  2. 
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CHAP.  IV. 
Fhits  and  Heriots. 


Bbct.  I.  Flm$  Mptm Dt$eaU. 

t.  Up9n  tokmiwry  GrmU$. 

ike  CwtH$f  9f€. 
••  VpomAUituH^mfeBemUy- 

7.  lUpom  AUemdimt  an  JBohJc- 

8.  Ok  iMolMiicy.] 

9.  UponmDetUe, 

li.  i^oi  dme  fnm  m  Rnminder" 


U.  Without  a  Spemi  (hutmn. 
It.  Nor  without  a  chnga  nf  the 
TemMt. 


Sbct.  17.  Or   an  Agretmemt  to  tmr- 
rewder, 
19.  OaJydweOiiihiiWiwntw 
34.  FM4i    M    Chmg*    tf  ih€ 

29.  No  wiore    thorn  tw  Yeor^ 

wJmeooM  be  demomded. 
t9.  Except  en  ffohattmyOrmmiOm 
49k  FJMi  mmI  te 

41.  Whentayakie. 
43.  Hew  recovered* 
46.  Heriott. 


Section  L 

iriinnpon        When  copyholds  were  allowed  to  deecend  lo  the  ehiUieii  of 

oopyholdera,  the  lords  from  whose  permissieii  and  oontiiiaed 
acquiescence  the  right  of  descent  was  derived,  would  net  admit 
the  heir  of  a  copyholder  to  sucoeed  to  the  land  whereof  his  an* 
eestor  died  possessed,  without  paying  something ;  from  which 
arose  a  custom  that  upon  eyeiy  descent  of  a  copyhold  a  som  of 
money  or  fine  was  due  from  the  heir  to  the  lord,  as  a  eoosi* 
GUb.  Ten.  327.  deration  for  the  renewal  of  the  grant    And  where  a  person 

enters  as  a  special  occupant,  he  is  also  liable  to  the  payment  of 
a  fine* 
4  Rep.  23  b.  2.  The  lord  is  not,  however,  entitled  to  a  fine  upon  a  descent, 

Giib.  Ten.  292.  tiU  the  heir  is  admitted.    If  the  heir  refuses  lo  come  in  and 

accept  his  ancestor's  copyhold,  the  lord  cannot  eompel  him,  bot 

may  seise  the  estate  to  his  own  use.    The  death  of  the  heir,  or 

an  alienation  made  by  him  before  admittance,  will  not,  howei^r, 

deprive  the  lord  of  his  fine. 

Upon  voluntaiy      3.  If  a  lord  of  a  manor  having  a  copyhold  by  escheat  or  tat^ 

f^, '     '    ^'  feiture,  or  other  means,  makes  a  voluntary  admittance  to  it,  in 

c^oTljac^ios     ^^^^^  arrant  is  contained  or  impliedly  he  becomes  entitled  to  a 

fine  from  the  new  tenant. 
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4.  Where  a  man  aoqnites  a  oopjbold  by  thecuBtom  of  car-  Upon  admSnloii 
tety,  or  a  woman  acquires  a  copyhold  by  the  cuBtom  of  free  cll^&^^^^ 
bench,  a  fine  is  payable,  in  some  manors,  on  the  admittance  of  ^^  ^®P-  *-  ^* 
these  tenants,  and  in  others  not 

6*  As  the  power  of  alienating  copyholds  was  originally  de*  Uponaiieutkni 
f  iTed  from  the  bounty  of  the  lord,  who  is  still  a  party  to  erery  s^^^^* 
alienation,  by  his  admission  of  the  alienee  to  become  his  tenant, 
in  whioh  a  grant  is  implied,  a  fine  was  paid  to  the  lord,  fh>m  Tit.  37.  c.  i. 
which  arose  a  general  custom  that  a  fine  was  due  to  the  lord 
upon  every  alienation  of  a  copyh<rfd. 

6.  These  fines  are  preserved  by  the  sixth  section  of  the 
statute  12  Cha.  2.  c.  24. ;  by  which  it  is  provided,  that  nothing 
in  that  act  shall  take  away  any  fines  fot  alienation  due  by  par- 
ticular customs  of  particular  manors  or  places. 

7.  [When  the  copyholds  of  a  bankrupt  were,  under  former  Upon  alienation 
bankrupt  acts,  included  in  the  bargain  and  sale  to  the  commis-  ^         ^ 
sioners,  it  became  necessary  that  the  assignees  should  be  admit- 
ted, and  they  were  consequently  subject  to  the  payment  of  a  Drarvv.Mann, 
fine.]    Lord  Hardwicke  therefore  recommended  it  to  commis-  £jryNir(«Her- 
sioners  of  bankrupts  to  except  copyholds  out  of  the  assignment  Y^y*  ^  ^^^c 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  as  it  would  save  two  fines.     For  the  4  Madd.  403. 
commiSBioners   might  convey  to   the  purchaser  in  the  first  c.30.s.26! 
iostanoe. 

[The  recent  bankrupt  act,  6  Geo.  4.  c*  16.  s.  64.  excepts  the 
copyholds  out  of  ihe  bargain  and  sale  to  the  assignees ;  and 
the  68th  section  enables  the  Commissioners,  by  bargain  and  sale 
enrolled,  to  sell  them  to  the  purchaser,  and  thereby  to  entitle  or 
authorbe  any  person  on  their  behalf  to  surrender  the  same  for 
the  purpose  of  such  purchaser's  admission,  (a) 

There  cannot,  therefore,  now  be  any  ground  for  the  lord's  claim 
of  a  double  fine,  as  the  copyholds  do  not  rest  in  the  assignees ; 
and,  consequently,  their  admittance,  upon  which  the  fine  would 
become  due,  is  unnecessary. 

8.  Under  the  late  Insolvent  debtor's  act,  7  Oeo.  4.  e«  67.  ss.  1 1.  Upon  alienation 
19.  aU «'  the  real  estate,"  (which  expression  includes  copyholds)  "^  >'^^^■^^ 
^  of  the  insolvent  is,  at  the  time  of  bis  subscribing  his  petition  for 

(a)  The  66th  Mdion  of  the  aiwve  act,  rwpecting  the  banknipti'  ertatea  tail,  is  re- 
pealed by  the  itat  3  &  4  WilL  4.  c.  74.  a.  55. ;  and  by  s.  56.  the  oommissioner  is  em- 
powered by  deed  enrolled  in  Chancery  to  dispose  of  the  entailed  lands  of  whatever 
team  to  the  psrehaser.  Ftd.  m/n  Tit.  37.  c.  S.  it  tupr,  p.  88.  as.  41,  42,  43. 
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discharge,  to  be  conveyed  by  him  to  the  provisional  assignee  of 
the  Court,  and  afterwards  by  the  latter  to  an  assignee  appointed 
by  the  Court,  from  among  the  creditors ;  upon  this  conveyance 
the  property  vests  in  the  assignee  by  relation,  as  if  the  convey- 
ance had  been  made  in  the  first  instance  to  him  from  the  insol- 
vent. The  20th  section  of  the  act  enacts  that  where  the  insol- 
vent is  entitled  to  copyhold  or  customary  estate,  this  convey- 
ance shall  be  entered  upon  the  Court  Rolls,  and  thereupon  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  assignee  to  surrender  to  a  purchaser,  and 
in  the  mean  time  to  receive  the  rents,  for  the  benefit  of  himself 
and  the  other  creditors. 

These  enactments  supersede  the  necessity  of  a  surrender  from 

the  insolvent  to  the  assignee,  and  consequent  admittance  of  the 

latter,  who  is  thereby  made  the  copyhold  tenant,  in  the  place  of 

the  insolvent,  and  represents  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 

Foft,  n.l6.i8.  It  is  conceived  no  fine  becomes  payable  to  the  lord,  this  in  fact 

not  being  a  change  of  ownership. 

Upooadevke.        9.  When  a  copyhold  is  devised  by  will,  the  devisee  must  be 

f  admitted,  and  is  subject  to  a  fine.    The  executor  of  a  devisee 

for  years  of  a  copyhold,  claiming  under  the  testator,  must  also 

be  admitted,  and  pay  a  fine.] 

Earl  of  Baih  IQ.  Henry  Grey  having  a  copyhold  estate,  devised  it  to  John 

1  Buir.taoe.       Taylour  and  Arthur  Lake,  their  executors  and  administrators,  for 

iWp.  47 1?^^°  *  99  years,  if  three  persons  should  so  long  live.    After  the  death  of 

the  testator,  Taylour  and  Lake  were  admitted,  and  paid  a  fine  of 
280/.  Taylour  survived  Lake  and  died,  having  appointed  Dr* 
John  Taylour  his  executor.  The  question  was,  whether  he  was 
obliged  to  be  admitted,  and  to  pay  a  fine.  A  case  being  sent 
out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
it  was  certified  that  the  executor  of  the  surviving  trustee  ought 
to  come  in  and  be  admitted,  and  pay  a  fine. 
Not  due  from  H.  By  the  general  custom  of  copyholds,  the  admittance  of  a 

n       ,  tenant  for  life  is  an  admittance  ot  the  persons  m  remainder ; 

Brown  8  case,  ■  ' 

4  Rep.  22.         therefore  no  fine  is  due  from  them.     For  although  there  is  an 

1  Mod.  102.  '    alteration  of  the  tenant,  yet  there  is  no  alteration  of  the  estate  : 

urr.   12.       ^jjg  f^^^  jjQ^  being  assessed  for  the  particular  estate,  but  for  the 

whole  inheritance. 

Barnes v.Corke,       12.  The  father  being  seised  of  a  copyhold  estate,  surrendered 

it  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  wife  for  their  lives,  remainder  to 
his  son  in  tail.    The  father  and  mother  were  admitted,  and  paid 
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a  fine*  Being  both  dead,  the  son  prayed  to  be  admitted  to  the 
remainder,  which  was  done,  and  a  fine  of  58/.  set  upon  him ; 
which  hcTefused  to  pay,  alleging  that  none  was  due,  he  being 
admitted  by  the  admittance  of  his  father  and  mother.  It  was 
adjudged  that  no  fine  was  due,  unless  there  was  a  special  custom 
for  it. 

13.  A  copyholder  of  inheritance  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  Aunceime  v. 
wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his  youngest  son  in  fee.    The  wife  cro.^^3i. 
was  admitted:  but  the  son  refused  to  be  admitted  during  his 
mother's  life.     Afterwards,  without  being  admitted,  he  surren- 
dered to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  lifetime  of  his  mother.    It 

was  adjudged,  that  the  admittance  of  the  wife  was  the  admit* 
ance  of  the  son  in  remainder:  for  she  being  admitted  to  the 
particular  estate,  the  remainder  depended  on  that,  and  vested 
without  other  admittance ;  for  both  made  but  one  estate. 

14.  In  some  manors,  however,  fines  are  due,  by  particular  cus-  without  a  spe- 
tom,  on  the  admittance  of  persons  in  remainder.     But  even  in  4^^^™, 
this  case,  the  admittance  of  the  tenant  for  life  is  said  to  be  the  BUckbarn  v. 
admittance  of  the  remainder-men,  but  not  to  prejudice  the  lord  120. 

of  the  fine,  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  by  the  particular  custom 
of  the  manor.  And  it  was  held  in  the  following  case,  that  a  cus* 
tom  requiring  a  remainder-man,  coming  into  possession  on  the 
death  of  a  tenant  for  life,  to  be  admitted  and  to  pay  a  fine,  was 
good. 

15.  E.  Jenney  was  admitted  in  1749  to  certain  copyhold  es-  Doe  v.  Jennej, 
tates  in  fee,  upon  whose  admission  a  full  fine  was  paid.    In  the  13  v^.253. 
year  1765  he  surrendered  the  lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  ®  ^^'  ^^^' 
remainder  to  the  defendant,  then  Ann  Brook  spinster,  for  life, 

with  divers  remainders  over*  On  the  10th  of  April  1766, 
E.  Jenney  was  admitted  tenant  of  these  lands,  to  hold  to  himself 
for  life,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  surrender  by 
the  rod,  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  by  the  rents  and  services  therefore  due  and  accustomed, 
saving  every  person's  right.  No  fine  was  paid  by  E.  Jenney  on 
his  admission  in  1766  as  tenant  for  life,  under  the  marriage  set- 
tlement, or  assessed  or  paid  in  respect  to  the  remainders.  In 
August  1801,  E.  Jenney,  the  tenant  for  life,  died ;  the  defendant 
(his  widow)  was  called  on  to  be  admitted ;  thereupon  she  ap- 
peared at  a  court  baron  of  the  manor,  and  offered  to  swear  her 
fealty,  or  have  it  respited,  but  refused  to  be  admitted,  insisting 
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that  she  wm  the  lord's  tauuit  by  virtse  of  the  ewreDder  and  ad- 
mittanee  of  her  hnsbaad.  The  qaestioQ  was,  whether  the  lord 
might  seise  the  copyhold  oa  accoant  of  this  breach  of  the  ens- 
torn.  The  jury  having  found,  that  by  the  costom  of  the  manor, 
when  a  person  who  had  bdien  admitted  tenant  for  life  of  a  copy- 
hold estate,  holden  of  the  manor,  died,  the  tenant  in  remainder, 
whether  for  life,  in  tail,  or  in  fee,  shoold  come  in  to  be  admitted, 
and  pay  a  fine  thereon.  The  Coort  held  the  custom  good* 
^^'  ^*^r^  16.  A  fine  being  only  due  as  a  consideration  tor  the  admittance 

cnsDffc  01  tiw 

tenant.  of  a  ucw  tenant,  it  foUowa  that  where  there  is  no  change  of  the 

^^*  '*  *  tenant,  no  fine  is  due.  Thus,  if  a  copyholder  surrenders  for  life, 
resenring  the  reversion  to  himself,  and  the  tenant  for  life  dies,  the 
surrenderor  may  enter,  without  paying  a  fine,  because  the  rever- 
sion was  never  out  of  him.  So  if  a  copyholder  grants  his  estate 
to  a  stranger,  upon  condition,  and  afterwards  enters  for  the  con- 
dition broken,  he  is  not  liaUe  to  the  payment  of  a  fine ;  because 
he  comes  in  of  his  old  estate. 


OrMiwgfiwiMi       17.  A  covenant  or  i^reement  to  surrender  a  cc^yh<dd  will  not 
^  entitle  the  lord  to  demand  a  fine  from  the  person  with  whom 

such  covenant  or  agreement  is  made,  unless  he  demands  to  be 

admitted. 
Rex  V.  Loid  of      18.  One  Benham,  a  copyholder  of  the  manor  (^  Hendon,  co* 
2T.  r!'484.      Tenanted  to  surrender  to  Goodrich ;  which  covenant  the  homage 


presented  at  the  lord's  court,  and  the  consideration-money 
paid  \  but  no  surrender  was  ever  made  to  him.  Goodrich  then 
assigned  hia  interest  in  the  oopyhold  to  one  Rankin,  who  claimed 
to  be  admitted.  The  lord  of  the  manor  resisted  the  applicatioii, 
on  the  ground  that  no  fine  had  ever  been  paid  him  for  the  con- 
veyance to  Goodrich ;  that  this  was  a  mode  of  cheating  him  of 
his  fines ;  ihat  therefore,  before  Rankin  was  admitted,  he  ought 
to  pay  both  the  fines  that  were  due* 

The  Court  said,  that  all  the  lord  had  a  right  to  require  was,  to 
have  a  tenant ;  in  this  case  he  had  one  during  the  whole  time ; 
that  any  private  agreement  between  Benham  and  Goodrich,  not 
followed  up  by  a  surrender  of  the  estate,  could  not  give  the  lord 
of  the  manor  a  right  to  a  fine,  notwithstanding  it  was  presented 
by  the  homage. 
Only  dneoQ  l^*  ^  ^^^  being  only  due  on  the  admittance  of  a  new  tenant, 

■dMittaao.        i^  follows,  that  where  a  person  who  acquires  an  interest  in  a 

oopyhold  is  not  obliged,  from  the  nature  of  that  interest,  to 
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be  admitted  tenant  to  the  lord,  he  is  not  subject  to  the  payment 
of  a  flne« 

20.  Thoe,  if  a  person  marries  a  woman  having  a  copyhold,  Co.  Cop.  c  S6. 
though  an  interest  becomes  thereby  vested  in  him,  yet  as  he  is 

not  seised jfirepropfjo,  but  only  jure  aUeno,  he  is  not  oUiged  to 

be  admitted ;  therefore  he  is  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  a  fine. 

So  if  a  married  woman  be  a  termor  of  a  oopyhold ;  for  though  the 

term  becomes  vested  in  the  husband  by  the  marriage,  so  that  he  Tit  s.c.  i. 

may  dispose  of  it,  if  he  pleases,  yet  he  is  only  possessed  of  it  in 

right  of  his  wife. 

21.  Where  by  the  custom  of  a  manor  the  bailiff  is  to  have  the  Co.  Cop.  s.  56. 
wardship  of  the  heir  of  a  copyholder,  he  shall  not  be  admitted, 

or  pay  a  fine;  because  he  is  but  a  pernor  of  the  profits,  not  in 
his  own  right,  but  in  right  of  his  ward. 

22.  Where  a  testator  directs  certain  persons  to  sell  his  copy- 
holds, they  need  not  be  admitted ;  consequently  are  not  liable  to 
the  payment  of  a  fine. 

23.  A  pemon  seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  lands,  by  his  will.  Holder «. 
direeted  that  A.  and  B.  should  make  sale  thereof,  and  apply  and  swusl'ltep. 
dispose  of  the  monies  arising  therefrom  in  the  manner  mentioned  ^^* 

in  his  will.  A.  and  B.  bargained  and  sold  the  lands  by  deed  to 
one  Ray  and  his  heirs.  Ray  claimed  to  be  admitted  under  this 
deed,  which  the  lord  of  the  manor  refused,  insisting  that  the 
trustees  should  have  been  admitted  to  the  said  premises,  previous 
to  their  making  sale  thereof,  and  have  paid  a  fine  for  their  ad- 
mission. The  Court  was  of  opmion,  that  the  trustees  were  not 
obliged  to  be  admitted,  because  they  had  no  estate  or  interest, 
hnt  only  a  naked  power  or  authority ;  and  that  the  lord  was 
bound  to  admit  the  purchaser  to  the  copyhold. 

24.  By  the  custom  of  many  manors,  fines  are  due  Irom  copy-  Fmet  on  change 
iK^ders  on  every  change  of  the  lord,  which  happens  by  the  act  ^^ 

of  God. 

26.  Upon  the  death  of  the  Duchess  of  Somerset,  the  duke  Duke  ofSomer- 
her  husband,  who  was  tenant  for  life  in  remainder  after  the  f  s|[^'^4f' 
duchess,  under  the  settlement  made  on  his  marriage,  claimed  a 
genoal  fine  of  the  several  customary  tenants  of  the  manors  of 
Cockennouth,  8cc.  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  which  were  the 
iidieritance  of  the  duchess.  The  duke  having  assessed  their 
fines,  and  the  tenants  refusing  to  pay  them,  the  duke  brought  his 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  estabish  his  right  to  these  fines. 
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as  the  next  admitting  lord.  The  bill  stated  that  it  was  the  cua-^ 
torn  of  these  manors  for  the  lord  or  lady  thereof  for  the  time  being 
to  admit  the  several  tenants  o(  the  manors  to  their  respective  es- 
tates. That,  by  virtue  of  such  admittance,  the  several  tenaats 
had  a  right  to  hold  their  respective  estates  during  the  joint  lives 
of  such  tenant  and  such  admitting  lord  or  lady.  That  in  consi- 
deration of  such  admittances,  the  tenants  had,  time  out  of  mind, 
respectively  paid  to  such  admitting  lord  a  fine  or  grassum,  which 
had  been  generally  assessed  by  the  lord's  steward,  at  a  court 
held  for  that  purpose,  called  the  court  of  demissions.  That  these 
fines  or  grasmms  were  called  the  general  fines ;  and  were  due  to 
the  next  succeeding  lord,  upon  the  death  of  the  last  admitting 
lord,  by  whose  death  there  was  a  general  determination  of  the 
estates  of  the  tenants.  The  fines  which  the  duke  demanded 
were  the  general  fines,  which  he  insisted  were  due  to  him  as  next 
admitting  lord,  upon  the  death  of  the  duchess.  The  bill  set  forth 
that  the  duchess,  being  the  lady  of  these  manors,  and  having 
married  the  duke,  a  court  of  demissions  was  held  in  the  names 
of  the  duke  and  duchess,  in  order  to  grant  the  tenants  new  es- 
tates, their  former  ones  having  been  determined  by  the  death  of 
the  duchess's  father.  At  such  courts  admittances  were  granted 
to  the  several  tenants,  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  duchess  and 
the  tenants.  That,  upon  the  death  of  the  duchess,  the  duke  be- 
came lord  of  the  said  manors,  and  the  tenants'  estates  being  de- 
termined by  the  death  of  the  duchess,  the  duke,  as  next  ad- 
mitting lord,  had  a  right  to  a  general  fine. 

The  defendants  in  their  answer  insisted,  that  by  the  customs 
of  these  manors,  a  lord  who  was  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  a  lady 
tenant  in  dower,  had  no  right  to  a  general  fine :  that  they  were 
only  obliged  to  pay  a  general  fine  to  the  lord  who  came  in  by 
descent,  or  to  him  that  came  in  loco  hieredii.  That  although 
the  duke  was  become  tenant  for  life  of  these  manors  by  the 
duchess's  death,  yet  no  fine  was  due  to  him ;  for  if  he  had  been 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  no  fine  would  have  been  due,  and  his 
claiming  by  settlement  could  not  better  his  case;  for  then  it 
would  be  in  the  power  of  the  lords  of  such  manors  to  multiply 
the  tenants'  fines,  and  greatly  burthen  their  estates,  if  every  such 
lord  who  had  an  intervening  estate  by  settlement  should  be  en- 
titled to  a  general  fine. 

Lord  King  said  the  principal  question  was,  whether  a  fine 
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was  due  to  the  duke  from  his  tenantS|  upou  the  death  of  the 
duchess  ?  In  resolving  this  question  it  was  first  to  be  considered 
upon  what  account  these  general  fines  became  due.  Now  it  ap* 
peared  from  the  nature  of  the  admittances,  that  upon  the  death 
of  the  last  admitting  lord,  all  the  estates  of  the  tenants,  which 
were  held  under  his  admittances,  were  determined;  and  their 
estates  being  so  determined,  it  was  necessary  for  the  tenants,  be- 
fore they  could  have  any  new  estate,  to  have  a  regrant  from  the 
succeeding  and  next  admitting  lord,  which  regrant  they  had  a 
right  to,  and  that  right  gave  their  estates  the  denomination  of 
tenant-right  estates.  From  hence  it  appeared  that  the  fines 
were  paid  upon  account  of  the  admission  to  the  new  estate ; 
therefore,  that  the  lord  who  had  a  right  to  admit,  had  a  right  to 
the  fines.  The  lord  granted  the  tenant  a  new  estate ;  in  consi*- 
deration  of  that,  a  fine  became  due  to  him  from  the  tenant  The 
only  question  then  seemed  to  be,  whether  the  duke  had  a  right 
to  admit,  and  the  tenants  seemed  to  agree  that  he  had ;  for  they 
allowed  that  if  a  particular  tenant  died,  the  duke  upon  the  ad^ 
mission  of  his  heir  was  entitled  to  a  dropping  fine ;  nor  could  r 

the  duke  be  entitled  to  a  dropping  fine,  if  he  was  not  the  ad- 
mitting lord.  If  he  had  power  to  admit,  and  had  a  right 
to  a  fine  upon  the  determination  of  a  particular  estate,  upon 
the  death  of  a  particular  tenant,  why  had  he  not  an  equal 
power  to  admit,  and  an  equal  right  to  his  fines  upon  the 
determination  of  the  tenants'  estates  in  general,  by  the  death 
of  the  last  admitting  lord  ?  It  was  very  extraordinary  to  allow 
it  in  the  one  case,  and  not  in  the  other.  If  a  particular  tenant 
died,  his  estate  was  determined,  and  his  heir  must  pay  a  fine  to 
tlie  duke ;  yet  if  the  last  admitting  lord  died,  all  the  estates  were 
determined,  yet  the  duke  had  no  right  to  a  fine.  It  had  been 
objected  that  this  was  multiplying  the  fines  of  the  tenants,  and 
subjecting  them  to  frequent  burthens  of  this  kind :  but  where 
was  the  inconvenience  to  the  tenants  ?  they  were  still  to  hold 
durihg  their  own  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  lord  who  admitted 
them ;  that  was  the  very  tenure  of  their  estates.  Nay,  if  a  lessee 
for  years,  or  any  other  dominus  pro  tempore,  should  admit  them, 
their  estates .  would  be  good,  according  to  these  admittances, 
during  their  own  lives  and  the  life  of  such  lord ;  and  the  deter- 
mination of  the  lord's  estate  would  have  no  influence  upon  theirs. 
Indeed,  if  there  should  appear  to  be  any  fraud  or  contrivance 
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in  t  tetdement  of  this  kind»  by  pattmg  in  a  nnmbcr  of  livos 
SDCCOSsiTely,  on  pnrpoM  to  multiply  the  fines  of  the  tenants^  the 
Coort  woold  undoubtedly  interpose  in  suck  a  oaio»  and  lelieve 
them :  bat  in  this  case  nothing  of  that  kind  could  be  protcadsd. 
These  were  his  thoughts  on  the  subject :  but  as  an  issue  liad 
been  insisted  on,  ha  readily  agreed  to  it. 

An  issue  was  acoordingly  tried  at  the  bar  of  the  Gooit  ai 
King's  Bench  by  a  jury  of  Middlesex.  Whether  a  general  line 
was  due  to  the  Duke  of  Somerset,  from  the  tenants  of  the  manon 
of  Cockermouth,  &e.  as  next  admitting  lord,  upon  the  death  of 
ibe  Duchess  of  SomerBet  The  jury,  by  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  brought  in  a  verdict  for  the  Puke  of  Somerset* 

The  cause  came  on  again  before  the  Chancellor,  who  decreed 
the  tenants  to  pay  their  fines,  and  gave  the  duke  his  costs. 

26.  By  the  custom  of  many  manors  in  the  north,  a  fine  is  due 

on  the  death  of  the  last  admitting  lord ;  whether  he  was  in  pos- 

oession  of  the  manor  at  the  time  c^  his  death  or  noL    And  this 

custom  has  been  held  good  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

Lowther  v.  27.  Philip  Duke  of  Wharton  became  entitled  by  descent  to 

Ftrl'ca^^u    ^'^^^  manors  in  Cumberland  and  Westmoreland^  in  which  the 

custom  was,  that  the  tenants  should  pay  a  fiue  upon  the  change 
of  a  lord  by  death.  In  the  year  1721,  the  duke  sold  these 
manors  to  Mr.  Lowther ;  and  having  afterwards  withdrawn  him- 
self fiom  the  kingdom,  he  died  in  Spain  in  the  year  172L  Mr. 
Lowther  assessed  a  general  fine  upon  all  the  tenants,  in  oonse* 
quence  of  the  Duke's  death,  which  they  refused  to  pay ;  he  filed 
his  bill  in  Chancery,  to  compel  the  payment  of  thesa.  Lord 
Talbot  dismissed  the  bill »  but  the  House  of  Lords  retersed  the 
decree^  and  declared  that  Mr.  Lowther  became  entitled  to  a  ge- 
neral fine  on  the  death  of  the  duke. 
1  iitft.  59.  b.         ^  B^^  ^  custom  that  fine  is  dne  on  every  change  of  the  lord, 

be  it  by  alienation,  demise,  death,  or  otherwise,  is  a  custom 
against  law,  as  to  die  alteratioD  or  change  of  the  lord,  by  the  act 
of  the  party ;  for  by  that  means  the  copyholders  may  be  op- 
pressed by  a  multitude  of  fines. 
No  mora  than         29r  With  rsspoct  to  the  fMiiten^of  the  sam  wUeh  may  be 
^^j;!^"^""^  demanded  as  a  fine*    It  is  probable  that  when  fines  were  test 
buumM.  introduced,  they  were  at  the  mere  wifi  and  discretion  of  the  lords. 

The  benevolence  of  some  lords  established  fines  certain  in  par- 
ticular manors,  while  they  continued  uncertain  in  others*    Nor 
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doM  it  appear  that  the  coorta  of  law  interposed,  before  the  reign 
of  Queeh  Elizabeth,  to  moderate  the  exercise  of  the  lord's  right 
to  demand -whatever  he  pleased,  where  the  custom  had  left  the 
amoQnt  of  the  fine  uncertain. 

30.  It  was  resolVed  by  the  Coart  of  Kine's  Bench,  in  43  and  Hobarto. 
43  Elis.  that  if  the  fines  of  co]^holders  upon  admittance  be  un«  4  Rep.  97.  K 
certain,  yet  the  lord  cannot  demand  or  exact  excessive  or  unrea* 
sonable  fines ;  that  if  he  does,  the  copyholder  may  by  law  refiise 

to  pay  them.  And  it  shall  be  determined  by  the  opinion  of  the 
justices,  before  whom  the  matter  is  depending,  either  upon  do* 
marrer,  or  upon  evidence  to  a  jury,  upon  confession  oit  proof  of 
the  yearly  value  of  the  land,  whether  the  fine  demanded  was  rea- 
sonable or  not.  For  if  the  lord  might  assess  excessive  fines  at 
his  pleasure,  all  ihe  estates  of  copyholders  would  be,  at  the  will 
of  the  lord,  defeated  and  destroyed. 

31.  A  lord  of  a  manor  demanded  a  fine  of  6L  6$.  8df.  for  an  Wiiiowe's  cair, 
admittance,  upon  a  surrender  to  a, cottage  and  an  acre  of  pas-      ^'  ' 
ture,  which  was  let  at  a  rack  rentof  63«.  a  year.    It  was  resolved 

— Ist  That  although  a  fine  be  uncertain  and  arbitrary,  yet  it 
ought  to  be  secmfdmm  arbUrium  bom  tnti,  that  is,  reasonable,  and 
not  exoessive ;  fatexeeaui  m  re  qu6libei,jure  reprob^ut  eonwmnL 
The  common  law  forbids  any  unreasonable  distress ;  if  an  excea* 
sive  or  unreasonable  amercement  be  imposed  in  any  court  baron, 
or  other  court,  which  is  not  of  record,  the  party  shall  have  modt- 
rate  muencordia.  2d.  That  if  the  lord  and  tenant  cannot  agree 
about  the  fine,  and  the  lord  demands  more  than  a  reasonable 
fine,  the  same  shall  be  decided  and  adjudged  by  the  Court  in 
which  any  suit  shall  be  brought  on  account  of  the  denial  of  such 
fine.  3d.  That  the  fine  demanded  in  this  case  was  unreason- 
able ;  for  this  was  not  a  voluntary  grant,  as  where  the  copyholder 
has  but  an  estate  for  life. 

32.  In  trespass  the  question  was,  whether  the  lord  might  as*  Dowv.Goldn^, 
sees  two  years  and  a  half's  value  of  the  knd,  according  to  the 

raek  rent,  for  a  fine ;  all  the  Court  held  he  could  not,  for  it  was 
unreasonable ;  that  one  year  and  a  half's  rent,  according  to  the 
improved  value,  was  high  enough ;  but  that  the  tenant  might 
refuse  to  pay  two  years  and  a  half. 

33.  Lord  Keeper  Coventry  in  6  and  again  in  12  Cha.  L  held  Middkton  «« 
that  one  year's  improved  value  was  a  reasonable  fine;  guarding  B«p.iiiCht« 
the  decree,  that  one  year's  value  should  not  be  counted  a  fine  ^®  '^*  ^^* 
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certain,  but  referable  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  whether  it 
was  reasonable  or  not,  and  that  the  payment  was  then  directed, 
because  it  was  reasonable.  But  it  appears  to  have  been  settled 
about  the  latter  end  of  the  reign  of  King  Cha.  II.  two  years' 
improved  ralue  is  a  reasonable  fine,  in  the  case  of  a  fine  arbi- 
Doni;.  Rep.       trary,  or,  more  properly,  arbitrable.    And  the  court  will  not  per- 

6£a^*56.         °^'^  ^  ^o^  to  ^^^  more. 

1  Watk.  on  34.  Where  a  person  is  admitted  to  an  estate  in  remainder,  the 

^^  *  fine  is  usually  one  half.   But  a  tenant  for  life  must  pay  the  whole 

fine,  equally  as  if  he  were  tenant  in  fee,  in  cases  where  the  heirs 
are  finable.     For  the  admission  of  the  tenant  in  fee  is  only  the 
admission  of  an  individual.     When  he  dies,  his  heir  must  be 
admitted. 
1  But.  207,  35.  In  Some  manors  the  fine  usually  taken  for  two  lives  is  as 

1  Watk.  375.      ^^ch  and  half  as  much  as  the  fine  for  one  life ;  and  the  fine  for 

three  lives  is  as  much  and  half  as  much  as  the  fine  for  two  lives. 

This  must  be  understood  of  persons  taking  successivi,  or  one 

after  another ;  for  if  they  take  as  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in 

common,  it  would  be  different. 

36.  It  has  been  stated,  that  a  person  who  acquires  a  copyhold 

Gilb.TeD.  327.  as  a  special  occupant,  is  liable  to  a  fine  as  purchaser.     But  this 

fine  should  be  proportioned  to  the  probable  duration  of  the  life  of 

the  cestui  que  vie. 

Haltonv.  Has-       37.  The  fine  must  be  estimated  according  to  the  improved 

GraDtv.Ast]e,'  J^^^^Y  ▼aluc ;  uot  according  to  the  rent  under  a  lease.     And 

Doog.  724.  n.     jq  ^  modem  case  it  was  held,  that  no  deduction  was  to  be  made 

out  of  the  two  years'  full  improved  value  on  account  of  the  land 
tax:  but  quit  lents  were  always  deducted. 
Cowperv.Clark,      ^^'  ^  ^^^^  ^^  Chancery  cannot  be  brought  by  a  copyholder  to 
dP.  Wmi.  155.  b^  relieved  against  an  excessive  fine,  for  that  ought  to  be  tried 

by  a  jury.     But  a  bill  will  lie  to  settle  a  general  fine,  to  be  paid 

by  all  the  copyhold  tenants  of  a  manor,  in  order  to  prevent  a 

multiplicity  of  suits,  (c) 

Except  on  vo-         39.  Where  copyholds  are  only  granted  for  lives,  without  any 

luntaiygianto.    ^^^^^  ^^y^^  ^f  renewal,  and  fall  into  the  loid's  hands,  there  the 

(e)  [In  Wilson  v.  Hoare,  2  Bar.  &  Adol.  350.  where  by  the  tenns  of  a  decree  regu- 
lating charity  lands  which  were  copyhold,  whenever  14  trustees  were  reduced  to  5,  a  new 
admission  was  requisite,  the  Court  of  K.  B.  held  that  tlie  proper  rule  for  estinating  the 
fine  to  be  paid  to  the  lord  was  to  take  for  the  second  life  half  the  sum  taken  for  the  first ; 
for  the  third,  half  the  sum  taken  for  the  second  and  so  on.] 
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fine  is  uncertain ;  because  it  being  in  the  option  of  the  lord  to 

renew  or  not,  he  may  demand  whatever  sum  he  pleases.    In  WhartoDv. 

order,  therefore,  to  support  a  custom  of  renewal  of  copyholds  for  ^gf' 

Ivres,  the  plaintiff  must  allege  such  custom  to  be  on  payment  of 

afine  certain:  for  it  will  notbesufficienttoallegeit  to  be  on  payment  Grafton  o.  Hor* 

of  a  reasonable  fine,  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining  caJM^?*'^"'^ 

the  quantum  of  such  fine.   But  if  a  custom  be  not  found  to  renew, 

on  payment  of  a  fine  certain,  the  lord  may  insist  on  his  own 

terms ;  and  the  only  proof  that  can  be  given  of  such  a  custom  is, 

the  fact  of  renewals  having  taken  place  according  to  some  certain 

standard,  that  is,  upon  a  fine  certain. 

40.  Where  a  person  holds  several  copyholds  of  the  same  Finaimustbe 
manor,  the  lord  must  assess,  and  demand  the  fines  severally.  For  ^iiy.    "^^^ 
the  tenant  may  refuse  to  pay  the  fine  for  one,  and  pay  it  for  the  ?^f^^*'  ^' 
others.    And  Lord  Coke  says,  if  two  joint  tenants,  two  tenants  in 
common,  or  tenant  for  life,  and  the  remainder  man,  join  in  a  grant 

of  a  copyhold,  one  fine  only  is  due.     But  this  has  been  denied  in  Attree  v.  Scutt, 

a  modern  case,  as  to  tenants  in  common,  who  have  several  ^^''* 
estates. 

41.  Where  a  fine  is  certain,  the  tenant  is  bound  to  pay  it  im*  When  payable. 
mediately  upon  his  admittance ;  otherwise  where  it  is  uncertain ;  oalton  v.  Ham- 
because  as  the  copyholder  cannot  tell  what  the  lord  will  assess,  ^^^^^' 

it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  provide  the  precise  sum,  there-  Gilb.  Ten.  218. 
fore  he  will  be  allowed  a  convenient  time. 

42.  The  lord  may  bring  an  action  of  debt  against  a  copyholder  How  recovered, 
for  the  recovery  of  his  fine.     But  if  a  copyholder  in  fee  dies,  and  3  p.'wms.  151. 
his  heir  waives  the  possession,  the  lord  cannot  bring  an  action  ^^9'  ^-  ^27. 
against  him  for  the  fine ;  but  may  seize  the  copyhold. 

43.  If  a  copyholder  be  admitted,  and  before  payment  of  the  Shuttleworth, 
fine  the  lord  dies,  and  the  manor  descends  to  his  son  and  heir,  3*Mod.  239. 
who  also  dies ;  the  executor  of  the  son  may  maintain  an  action  of 
assumpsit  against  the  copyholder,  to  recover  the  fine ;  whether  it 

be  a  fine  certain,  or  at  the  will  of  the  lord. 

« 

44.  The  lord  may  recover  from  the  copyholder  the  fine  as-  Northwick «. 
sessed  by  him  on  admittance,  though  there  be  no  entry  of  the  g'^ufia. 
assessment  on  the  court  rolls,  but  only  a  demand  of  such  a  sum 

for  a  fine,  after  the  value  of  the  tenement  is  found   by  the 
homage. 

45.  [By  the  stat.  1 1  Geo.  4.  and  1  Will.  4.,  which  repeals  the 
9  Geo.  1.  c.  29.,  and  substitutes  amended  enactments,  it  is  pro- 
vided, 8.  3.  that  infants,  femes  covert,  and  lunatics  may  be  ad- 
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nutted  in  person  to  copyhold  knds»  or  by  their  goaidiansi  attor* 
nies,  or  committees :  and  by  s.  4.  femes  covert  and  infants  are 
empowered  to  appoint  attomies  for  the  above  purpose.  By  s.  6. 
the  hHrd,  in  defanlt  of  appearance,  is  empowered  to  appoint  an 
attorney.  By  s»  6.  it  is  declared  in  what  manner  the  fines  on 
admittance  shall  be  demandable ;  and,  if  not  paid  within  three 
months,  the  lord  is  empowered  to  enter  on  the  copyholds,  and 
receive  the  profits,  nntil  he  is  paid  his  fines,  costs,  flee.  By  s*  7. 
it  is  provided  that,  after  satisfaction  of  the  fines,  possessioD  shall 
be  delivered  up :  and  by  s.  8.  gnardians,  husbands,  or  com- 
mittees, paying  fines,  are  authorized  to  reimburse  themselves  oat 
of  the  rents  and  profits,  notvrithstanding  the  death  of  such  in- 
fants, femes  covert,  or  lunatics,  before  the  sums  expended  shall 
be  so  raised  and  reimbursed. 
Herioii.  4&  Besides  a  fine  there  is  also  a  custom  in  many  manors,  thai 

Bio.^  ^*       ^P^^  ^®  death  of  every  copyholder,  though  only  for  life,  the  lord 
Htriot,  pi.  s.      becomes  entitled  to  his  best  beast  or  averium.    In  some  manors  it 

is  the  best  chattel,  under  which  a  jewel  or  piece  of  plate  is  in*^ 
eluded ;  but  it  is  always  a  personal  chattel,  which  immediately 
on  the  death  of  the  tenant,  being  ascertained  by  the  option  of 
the  lord,  becomes  vested  in  him  as  his  property,  and  is  no 
charge  on  the  lands,  but  merely  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
tenant. 
Parker  0.  ^^^  A  custom  that  the  lord  of  a  manor  shall  have  the  best  beast 

Cnr^ik725  of  every  person  who  dies  within  the  manor,  whether  he  be  a  copy- 
holder or  not,  is  void ;  for  it  cannot  have  a  lawful  beginning  be- 
tween the  lord  and  a  stranger. 

48.  Although  a  copyholder  be  ousted  or  disseised,  yet  the  lord 

will  be  entitled  to  a  heriot  on  his  death  ;  for  he  continued  to  be  a 

legal  tenant. 

Nofriceo.  ^^*  -^  copyholder  for  life,  in  a  manor  where  the  custom  was, 

?Sf^'..  -^    that  if  the  tenant  died  seised,  a  heriot  should  be  paid,  was  dicK 

2  Roll.  Ab.  72.        .      ,  ,  ,,..,11..        ^  •     , 

seised  or  oustey,  and  died ;  the  lord  having  first  granted  the 
seigniory  to  A.  for  99  years,  if  the  tenant  should  so  long  live,  re- 
mainder to  B.  for  4000  years.  Two  questions  were  made — Ist, 
Whether  any  heriot  should  be  made,  because  the  copyholder  did 
not  die  seized.  As  to  this  the  Court  held  clearly,  that  a  heriot 
was  due  and  payable ;  for,  notwithstanding  the  ouster  and  dia- 
seisia,  the  copyholder  still  continued  legal  tenant ;  and  such  dis- 
seisin might  have  been  by  combination  to  defeat  the  lord  of  bis 
heriot.    2d,  To  whom  the  heriot  should  be  paid.    As  to  this  the 
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Court  held  clearly,  that  the  remainder  man  for  4000  years  could 
have  no  right  to  it,  because  the  copyholder  was  never  his  tenant; 
and  as  to  the  grantee  for  99  years,  it  was  doubted,  because  the 
moment  the  copyholder  died,  his  estate  was  determined. 

50.  A  heriot  is  only  due  on  the  death  of  the  legal  tenant ;  not  tHd^CoI.  v. 
on  the  death  of  the  person  entitled  to  an  equitable  estate  in  a  44i7°'      ^"' 
copyhold.    And  the  lord  is  only  entitled  to  a  heriot  on  the  death  ^^-  Rayra. 
of  the  tenant  who  has  an  interest  in  the  copyhold,  not  on  the 

death  of  persons  for  whose  lives  a  copyhold  is  granted. 

51.  If  a  copyholder  for  life,  on  whose  death  the  lord  is  enti-  2Ld.RayiD. 

.  '        1002 

tied  a  heriot,  becomes  a  bankrupt,  and  the  copyhold  is  assigned 

for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  this  transmutation  of  the  tenant,   Vid»»ipra,nJ, 

by  act  of  parliament,  shall  not  work  a  prejudice  to  the  lord,    * 

who  shall  have  a  heriot  on  the  death  of  the  copyholder,  but  not 

on  the  death  of  the  assignee. 

52.  No  heriot  is  due  on  the  death  of  a  married  woman,  be-  Anon.  4  Leon. 
cause  she  can  have  no  chattels. 

53.  In  many  manors  there  is  a  customary  composition,  as  ten 
or  twenty  shillings,  in  lieu  of  a  heriot ;  by  which  the  lord  and 

tenant  are  both  bound,  provided  it  be  an  indisputably  ancient  * 

custom.  But  a  new  composition  of  this  kind  will  not  bind  the 
heirs  or  representatives  of  either  party  ;  for  that  amounts  to  the 
creation  of  a  new  custom,  which  cannot  now  be  done. 

54.  If  a  heriot  be  due  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  upon  the  8  Rep.  106.  b. 
death  of  the  tenant,  and  the  lord  purchases  part  of  the  tenancy, 

such  purchase  will  not  extinguish  the  lord's  right  to  a  heriot ; 
for  the  tenant  is  still  within  the  lord's  homage. 

$5.  Where  a  copyholder  is  bound  to  pay  a  heriot,'&nd  he  con-  Snag  0.  Fox, 
veys  part  of  his  copyhold  to  one  person  and  part  to  another,  the 
heriot  will  be  multiplied.     It  is  the  same  if  he  devises  it  by  will 
to  several  persons  in  severalty. 

56.  It  was  resolved  in  a  modern  case,  that  where  a  copyhold  Attreev.  Soutt, 
estate  was  divided  into  two  parts  by  a  devise  of  it  to  two  persons, 
as  tenants  in  common,  each  of  the  devisees  was  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  separate  fine,  and  to  a  several  heriot,  that  if  one  of 
the  two  persons  surrendered  his  moiety  to  the  other,  the  estates, 
notwithstanding,  continued  several,  and  were  subject  to  several 
heriots.  For  if  an  estate  held  by  indivisible  services  was  divided 
and  holden  in  severalty,  and  afterwards,  by  the  act  of  the  parties, 
came  again  into  one  hand,  the  services  which  were  multiplied 

VOL.  I.  X 
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should  continue  to  be  payable,  not  as  for  one  tenement^  b«t  for 
each  portion  respectively,  that  is,  as  for  distinct  tenements ;  for 
they  did  not  again  become,  in  respect  of  the  lord,  one  tenemeDt. 
That  this  doctrine  was  as  applicable  to  an  estate  held  m  com- 
mon, as  to  estates  held  in  severalty. 
2  Inst.  131.  67.  In  the  case  of  heriot  custom,  the  loid  may  seiee  the  best 

Bennett!'  beast  of  the  tenant,  or  whatever  is  due  as  a  heriot,  whereY» 

1  Salk.  356.       y^^  ^^^^  g^^  1^^  either  within  the  manor  or  out  of  it ;  even  on  the 

highway. 
Parker  V.  Gage,       58,  In  trovcr  On  uot  guilty  before  Lord  C.  J.  Hdt,  the  ques- 
1  Show.  Rep.      ij^Q  being  about  a  horse  seised  for  a  heriot,  it  was  held,  that 

either  heriot  service  or  henot  custom  was  seizable  off  the  maner, 

because  it  lies  in  prender. 
Dyer,  361.  b.         69»  If  a  man  shortly  before  his  death  bargainaand  seUs  alibis 

horses  to  another,  without  any  consideration,  to  defraud  the  hxd 

of  his  heriot,  it  is  void. 
Wirty  V.  Pern-        60.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  interpose  in  farovir  of  the 

berton,  2  Ab.  .  . 

£q.  279.  lord  in  the  case  of  heriots,  because  the  custom  is  unreasonabley 

the  loss  a  family  sustains  being  thereby  aggravated. 


r 
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CHAP.  V. 


Forfeiture  of  Copyholds. 


Sbct.  %•  Attamder<ifTreaMnorFetimy. 
ff.  AiUnation     contntfjf    t6   the 

CuMtom, 

8.  Leases  contrary  to  the  Custom. 

11.  UnUsshjf  Licence  qfthe  Lord. 

IS.  A  Cotenant  that  a   Person 

shall  enjoy  is  no  FoffsUnre. 

17.  WasU. 

19.  DuckdmingthsTemue. 
SO.  Refusal  to  perform  the  Ser- 
tices. 

26.  R^fitsaltopay  FtM/es. 

27.  Refusal  to  pay  Rent. 

90.  Non»ig^pearancs  of  the  Heir  to 
be  admitted. 


Sect.  %6,  O/a  Person  in  Remainder. 

88.  Of  a  Surrenderee. 

89.  Of  a  Devisee* 
41*  Who  may  Forfeit. 
46.  Extent  of  Forfeitwre. 

48.  Where  Presentment  is  ne- 
cessary. 

60.  IFAai  dispenses  with  a  For^ 
feituire. 

56.  IFAo  may  take  advantage  qf 
a  Forfeiture. 

69.  Where  Equity  riHetes. 

68.  IFA^rtf  i2e2i<^  has  been  re- 
fused. 


Section  I. 

As  copyholds  were  originally  held  by  the  lowest  and  most  ab- 
ject vassals,  the  marks  of  feudal  dominion  continue  much 
stronger  in  this  tenure  than  in  any  other ;  so  that  copyholds  are 
not  only  subject  to  the  same  forfeiture  as  estates  held  in  socage ; 
but  also  to  a  variety  of  other  forfeitures  particularly  incident  to 
them* 

2.  If  a  copyholder  be  attainted  of  high  treason,  his  estate  be- 
comes forfeited  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  not  to  the  crown ;  un- 
lesB  by  the  express  words  of  an  act  of  parliament  It  is  the 
same  where  a  copyholder  is  attainted  of  felony,  (a)  But  a  per- 
son to  whom  a  copyhold  is  devised,  who  is  convicted  of  felony, 
and  hanged,  before  admittance,  does  not  forfeit  such  copyhold. 

3.  Mr.  Jefferies  devised  a  copyhold  to  his  niece  Elizabeth 
Jefferies,  who  was  convicted  and  hanged  for  the  morder  of  the 

(a)  [See  staU  54  Geo.  3.  c.  145.  et  mpn,  TiU  1.  s.  73.] 

X  2 


Attainder  of 
treasoa  or  fe- 
lony. 

Hawk.  P.  C. 
c.  49:  s.  7. 
Skin.  R.  8. 
1  Walk.  Cop. 
417. [348] 


Roe^.  Hicks, 
2  WUb.  R.  13. 
Lord  Kenyon's 
Rep.  110. 
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testator.  Miss  Jefferies  was  not  admitted,  nor  ever  did  any  act 
to  shew  that  she  was  the  lord's  tenant.  The  Court  was  of  opi- 
nion that  Miss  JefFeries  had  no  legal  interest  in  the  copyhold, 
80  could  have  no  legal  remedy  to  recover  it ;  and  having  neither 
jus  in  re,  nor  ad  rem,  could  not  forfeit  any  thing. 
The  King  V.  4-  It  was  resolved  in  a  modern  case  that  a  copyhold  of  inhe- 

&  AW*  510*™*  ritance  was  not  forfeited  by  a  conviction  of  felony,  without 

attainder ;  unless  there  be  a  special  custom  in  the  manor. 
Alienatioa  coa-       ^*  Copyholders  Can  only  alienate  their  estates  in  manner  pie- 
tory  to  the  ctw-  g^ribed  by  the  custom ;  any  other  mode  of  alienation  wiU  ope- 
rate as  a  forfeiture.    Thus  it  is  said  by  Littleton,  s.  74.  that  if  a 
copyholder  aliens  by  deed,  it  is  a  forfeiture ;  for  a  copyholder 
being  tenant  at  will,  such  an  act  would  amount  to  a  determina- 
tion of  his  will. 
1  Inst.  59.  a.  ^*  ^^  Coke  says,  if  a  copyholder  makes  a  charter  of  feoff- 

^  ^n        CO     ment,  or  a  deed  of  demise,  for  life,  without  giving  livery  of  seisin, 

Co.  Cop.  s.  OS.  o  o         ^   1/ 

1  Roll.  Ab.  508.  ^^  ^^  no  forfeiture,  because  nothing  passes.  According  to  Roll, 
pi.  12  fie  13.       though  livery  is  not  made,  yet  the  feoffment  is  a  forfeiture,  if 

there  be  a  a  letter  of  attorney  to  deliver  seisin  ;  because  then  the 

feoffee  may  at  any  time  perfect  the  conveyance.    And  that  Lord 

Coke  ought  to  be  understood  with  that  distinction. 

1  Inst.  59.  a.  Mr.  Hargrave  dees  not  acquiesce  in  Roll's  doctrine.    "  For 

"•  ^*  (says  he)  the  criterion  of  forfeiture  of  a  copyhold  by  alienation, 

seems  to  be  the  actual  passing  of  an  unlawful  estate,  to  the  lord's 
prejudice.  In  the  case  of  the  feoffment,  no  interest  can  pass  un- 
til livery ;  nor  is  it  strictly  true  that  the  feoffee  may  at  any  time 
perfect  the  conveyance ;  for  it  is  possible  that  before  livery,  the 
feoffor  may  revoke  the  power  of  attorney,  or  the  attorney  may 
die,  or  refuse  to  execute  the  authority. 
VoLl.508.  7.  It  is  also  said  in  Roll's  Abridgement,  that  if  a  copyholder 

P'*  ^^'  bargains  and  sells  his  copyhold  to  another  in  fee,  it  is  a  forfeiture; 

although  the  deed  be  not  enrolled.     But  this  position  has  been 
Co.  Cop.  1.58.   denied  by  Lord  Coke. 

LeaKs  contnn  S*  ^^  ^^^  ^^n  Stated  that  a  copyholder  may  make  a  lease  for 
*o^«  *??*^'  one  year :  if  he  makes  a  lease  for  any  longer  term,  whether  by 
1  Buist.  190.  indenture  or  parol,  without  the  consent  of  the  lord,  it  is  a  for- 
H^deston,'  foiture ;  unless  there  be  an  express  custom  to  warrant  it  But 
Cro.  £ln.  351.  ^y  ^^^  particular  custom  of  some  manors  a  copyholder  of  inherit- 
Id.  498.  ance  may  lease  his  land  for  three  years,  without  the  consent  of 

6Vin.  Ab.  118.     ,      ,      , 

the  lord* 


TUk  X.  Copyhold.  Ch.  V.  i.  9—14.  309 

9.  Where  a  copyholder  leased  for  one  vear,  and  so  from  year  4  Bep.  ae. «. 

•'  *  f  fo   Jar   SAR 

to  year,  during  the  life  of  the  lesssor ;  reserving  to  the  lessor  in       '      '      ' 

every  year  the  26th  day  of  March^  it  was  held  to  be  a  forfeiture. 

For  it  was  a  lease  for  two  years  at  least,  reserving  one  day ;  so 

that  a  greater  estate  than  for  one  year  passed  in  interest.    And 

the  reserving  a  day  in  every  year  was  but  a  shift  to  avoid  the 

forfeiture. 

10.  A  copyholder  agreed  to  make  three  several  leases  by  in-  Mathews  v. 
denture*  one  to  commence  after  the  other,  there  being  two  days  q  y^^b.  119. 
between  the  end  of  the  first,  and  the  commencement  of  the 

second,  and  bo  between  the  second  and  third.  He  made  them 
accordingly,  and  sealed  them  at  the  same  time.  This  was  held 
to  be  a  forfeiture,  for  it  was  an  apparent  fraud ;  and  a  greater  es- 
tate than  for  one  year  passed  presently. 

11.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  lease  for  any  number  of  years,  Unless  by  H- 
made  by  licence  from  the  lord,  is  not  a  forfeiture;  and  that  in  ^°f^c.3? 
such  case  the  lessee  may  assign  his  term,  or  make  an  underlease, 
without  any  new  licence ;  for  the  interest  of  the  lord  is  discharged 

by  the  licence. 

12.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  says,  if  the  lord  licenses  the  copy-  Ten.  296. 
holder  to  let  for  five  years,  and  he  lets  for  three,  this  is  good. 

So  if  the  lord  licenses  a  copyholder  for  life  to  let  for  five  years,  if 
the  copyholder  so  long  live,  and  he  lets  for  five  years  absolute, 
this  is  good ;  for  the  limitation  is  implied  by  law,  and  so  need  not 
be  expressed.     But  if  the  copyholder  had  an  estste  in  fee,  it  had  Hall  v.  Arrow- 
been  a  forfeiture,  to  make  an  absolute  lease  for  five  years ;  be-  JSJ^'  ^^^* 
cause  in  that  case  he  did  more  than  his  licence  allowed. 

13.  Where  a  copyholder  made  a  lease  for  a  year  only,  accord-  A  covenant  that 
ing  to  the  custom,  and  covenanted  that,  afler  the  end  of  the  enjoytrno  for- 
yecur,  the  lessee  should  have  the  lands  for  another  year,  and  so  ^«**"'*-  Mo"»- 

■'       '  •'       '  tague  8  caae» 

de  anno  in  annum  for  ten  years,  it  was  held  to  be  no  such  lease  Cro.Jac.dOi. 
as  would  make  a  forfeiture,  because  the  lessee  had  a  lawful  estate 
but  for  one  year  only. 

14.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  seems  in  the  first  instance  to  doubt  Ten.  233. 
this  case,  because  the  words  covenant  and  grant  make  a  lease. 

He  afterwards  however  says — '*  But  in  another  case  it  was  held  Tit.32.  c.  5. 
that  these  words  by  construction  might  make  a  lease,  where  the 
lands  might  be  let,  but  otherwise  where  the  lands  could  not  be 
let,  which   distinction  seems   very  reasonable,  for  the  words 
themselves  do  not  import  a  lease;  and  it  would  be  a  very  inju- 
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rious  conatruction  to  make  them  a  lease,  and  so  a  forfeiture,  when 
they  oDly  import  of  themselves  a  covenant" 
Tiu  Leaie  1. 6.        16.  It  is  said  in  Bacon's  Abridgement,  that  in  sach  a  covenant, 

it  would  be  better  if  the  words  werei  to  permit  and  suffer  the 
lessee  to  hold  the  lands.  For  a  covenant  in  that  form,  respectr 
ing  freehold  lands,  would  not  amount  to  an  immediate  lease ;  be- 
cause the  words  permit  and  suffer  would  prove  that  the  estate 
was  still  to  continue  in  him  from  whom  the  permission  came. 
For  if  any  estate  thereby  passed  to  the  covenantee,  be  might  hold 
and  enjoy  it  without  any  permission  from  the  covenantor;  there- 
fore in  such  case  the  covenantee  would  only  have  the  bare  cove- 
nant for  his  security  of  enjoyment,  without  any  actual  estate 
made  to  him. 

I  Inst.  69.  a.         16.  Mr.  Hargrave  appears  to  acquiesce  in  this  doctrine. — 

'<  Because  (says  he)  though  in  general  a  covenant  anuiunts  to  a 

lease,  yet  it  seems  harsh  to  give  such  a  construction,  where  a 

lease  amounts  to  a  forfeiture,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties 

Doe  V.  Glare*      may  have  effect  by  way  of  agreement."    And  in  a  modem  caae, 

m    X  ens  A*.  7o»r* 

it  was  settled  that  an  executory  agreement  for  a  lease  of  a  copy- 
hold did  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture. 
Waste.  17.  Every  species  of  waste,  whether  voluntary  or  permissive. 

Ante,  c.  .  ^^^  warranted  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  will  operate  as  a  for- 
Co.  Cop.  a.  57.  feiture  of  a  copyhold.  Lord  Coke  says,  if  a  stranger  commits 
Gi^^en^  236    ^^^  ^^  ^  copyhold,  without  the  assent  of  the  copyholder,  it  will 

operate  as  a  forfeiture.    In  Comyn's  Digest,  Tit.  Copyhold,  M.  3. 

the  contrary  doctrine  is  said  to  have  been  settled  in  Lutw.  802* 

Rookv.  Warth,  But  Lord  Hardwicke  appears  to  have  considered  copyholders  as 

^  answerable  for  waste,  in  all  cases ;  except  where  occasioned  by 

the  act  of  God. 

Attofnej  18.  Where  a  copyholder  cut  down  more  timber  than  he  could 

vlnwDt "'         justify,  and  a  bill  being  brought  against  him  in  Chancery,  for  a 

^^^'  ^'  ?^^'    discovery ;  he  demurred,  because  it  would  subject  him  to  a  for- 

II  East,  56.    '    feiture,  as  being  waste.    The  demurrer  was  allowed. 
Diaclainiog  tlie       1&-  If  &  copyholder  disclaims  holding  of  his  lord,  or  swears  in 
Co.^Cop. i. 57.    Court  that  he  is  not  the  lord's  copyholder;  or  if  the  steward 

shews  the  court-roll  to  a  copyholder,  to  prove  that  his  land  is 
held  by  copy,  and  the  copyholder  asserts  his  estate  to  be  freehold, 
and  tears  the  court-roll,  these  acts  will  operate  as  a  forfeiture. 
But  if  a  copyholder,  in  presence  of  the  Court,  speaks  irreverent 
words  of  the  lord,  as  that  he  exacts  and  extorts  unreasonable 
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fines  and  undue  semces,  this  is  fioeable  only,  and  no  forfeiture. 
So  if  he  •■ays  in  Court  that  he  will  devise  means  to  be  no  longer 
the  lord's  copyholder,  this  is  neither  cause  of  fine  nor  forfeiture ; 
for  perhaps  the  means  he  intends  are  lawful,  by  conveying  away 
kis  copyhold. 

20.  Copyholds  are  also  forfeited  by  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  Kefuni  to  per- 
tbe  tenant  to  perform  the  services  required  by  the  custom.  ^^  ^^' 
Thus  if  a  copyholder  negieets  to  appear  at  the  Court  after  sum- 
mons, he  will  forfeit  his  estate.    But  to  make  this  a  forfeiture  6  Vin.  Ab.  128* 
there  must  be  a  particular  warning  to  each  tenant,  or  a  general 

notice  within  the  parish,  after  which  it  is  a  forfeiture  without  any 
ezprctos  refusal :  for  unless  the  copyholders  attend^  no  court  can 
be  held,  which  w^ould  be  highly  prejudicial,  not  only  to  the  lord, 
but  to  the  tenants. 

21.  A  eopyhdder  nefi:lected  to  do  his  suit  and  service  for  the  Hammond  v. 
space  of  three  years  together.  The  question  was,  whether  this  3  bulI.  ^'. 
was  a  suffioient  cause  of  forfeiture.    It  was  said  by  the  Court 

that  it  was  mo  cause  of  forfeiture,  if  a  warning  was  not  given  by 
the  lerd,  of  the  time  when  his  court  was  to  be  held,  and  notice 
thereof  given  to  the  copyholder  himself:  that  the  withdrawing  of 
his  suit  by  a  copyholder  was  only  finable ;  but  if  he  refused  to 
do  his  suit  and  service,  then  it  was  a  forfeiture. 

22.  Where  the  lord  required  the  copyholder  to  do  his  services,  Gilb.  Ten.  2dO« 
and  be  answered  that  if  they  were  due  he  would  do  them,  but  it 

should  be  tried  at  law  whether  they  were  due  or  not ;  this  was 
hdd  not  to  be  a  forfeiture* 

23.  If  a  copyholder  is  confined  by  sickness,  or  is  afraid  of  Co.  Cop.  s.  57. 
being  arrested,  or  is  a  bankrupt,  he  will  be  excused  from  attend- 
ing the  lord's  court. 

24.  When  the  copyholders  are  assembled  in  the  lord's  court,  idem. 
they  are  bound  to  do  the  proper  business  of  the  court ;  and  if  ^^ 
they  refuse,  it  will  amount  to  a  forfeiture. 

25.  The  refusal  of  a  copyholder  to  pay  the  fine  due  on  his  ad-  Refusal  to  pay     \ 
mittance  is  a  forfeiture,  provided  such  fine  be  certain.    Where  ^^^^  „. 

the  fine  is  uncertain,  a  refusal  to  pay  the  fine  assessed  by  the  ^^^^'i^^ 
lord,  upon  the  ground  that  a  greater  fine  is  demanded  than  is  Anu,  c.  4. 
warranted  by  the  custom,  will  not  amount  to  a  forfeiture.    If 
the  fine  be  uncertain,  though  a  reasonable  fine  be  assessed,  yet  Co.  Cop.  ■.  67. 
as  no  one  can  provide  for  an  uncertainty,  the  copy  header  is  not  Gardiner  v. 
bound  to  pay  it  presently  upon  demand,  but  shall  have  a  conve-  ja^™??.  "'' 
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nient  time  to  discharge  it,  where  the  law  does  not  appoint  a  dajr 

certain  for  its  payment.     If,  however,  it  is  not  paid  on  the  day 

appointed,  the  estate  will  be  forfeited. 

Wiilowe's  26.  Though  the  fine  asessed  be  reasonable,  yet  the  lord  mast 

cue,     uep.  •  ||ppQ|Q(  i\^Q  ^iQg  lyjj  place  where  it  must  be  paid ;  becanse  it 

stands  upon  a  point  of  forfeiture  of  the  estate :  and  the  copy- 
holder is  not  obliged  to  carry  his  fine  always  about  him.    But 
where  the  fine  is  certain,  the  copyholder  is  obliged  to  pay  it 
immediately  upon  admittance. 
Refosal  to  pey        27.  Where  a  copholder  is  bound  by  the  custom  to  pay  a  cer- 
Co.Cop.g.57.    tain  rent  to  the  lord»  and  refuses  to  pay  it,  he  will  forfeit  his 
Gilb.  Ten.  225.  ^»0pyhQ]|i,     Sut  guch  refusal  must  be  founded  on  the  principle 

that  the  lord  has  no  right  to  the  rent;  which  imjdies  a  disclaimer 
of  the  tenure.  For  if  the  copyholder  admits  the  lord's  claim  to 
the  rent,  but  says  he  has  no  money,  or  nutkes  any  other  excuse 
of  that  sort,  it  will  be  no  forfeiture. 

Crisp.  t>.  Freer,       28.  Where  a  copyholder  was  absent  when  the  lord  demanded 

the  rent,  and  no  person  was  there  to  pay  it,  which  is  a  refusal 
in  law,  yet  the  Court  doubted  whether  it  was  a  forfeiture,  as  it 

Hob.  135.  did  not  amount  to  a  voluntary  refusal :  and  two  of  the  judges 

said,  there  ought  to  be  a  demand  from  the  person  of  the  copy- 
holder, to  make  it  a  forfeiture. 

8  Rep.  92.  a.         29.  Where  the  estate  of  a  lord  of  a  manor  ceases  by  limitation 

of  a  use,  and  is  thereby  transferred  to  another  person,  who  de- 
mands rent  of  the  copyholder,  and  be  refuses  to  pay  it,  this  is 
no  forfeiture,  without  notice  given  to  the  copyholder  of  the  alter- 
ation of  the  use  and  estate. 

^^^rS!'  30.  Where  copyholds  are  descendible,  the  heir  is  bound,  on  the 

lieir  to  be  a4-      death  of  his  ancestor,  to  come  to  the  lord's  court,  and  require  to 

be  admitted.  If  be  neglects  to  appear  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  custom,  a  proclamation  is  made  for  him  to  come  in  and 
be  admitted ;  if  lie  does  not  then  appear,  farther  procIamati(Kis 
are  made  at  the  two  or  three  next  courts,  according  to  the 
custom ;  and  if  he  does  not  appear  immediately  after  the  last 
proclamation,  the  lord  may  seize  the  copyhold  as  forfeited. 

Gilb.  Ten.  231.       31*  If,  however,  the  heir  of  a  copyholder  is  beyond  sea  at  the 

time  of  his  ancestor's  death,  or  within  age,  or  non  compos  mentis, 
or  in  prison,  his  non-appearance  at  the  lord's  court  to  be  ad- 

mitted  will  not  amount  to  a  forfeiture. 

cMe*      32.  The  custom  of  a  manor  was,   that  those  who  claimed 
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copyholds  by  descenty  ought  to  come  at  the  first,  second,  or 
third  court,  upon  proclamation  made,  to  take  up  their  estates,  or 
ebe  they  should  be  forfeited.  A  tenant  of  the  manor,  having 
issue  inheritable  by  the  custom,  died,  such  issue  being  at  that 
time  beyond  sea ;  the  proclamations  all  passed,  and  the  heir  did 
not  appear  for  two  years ;  upon  his  return  he  prayed  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  copyhold,  and  preferred  the  lord  his  fine  in  court, 
which  the  lord  refused  to  accept,  or  to  admit  the  heir,  but  seised 
the  land,  as  forfeited.  It  was  adjudged,  that  this  was  no  cause 
of  forfeiture,  because  the  heir  was  beyond  sea  at  the  time  of  the 
proclamations:  and  the  lord  was  at  no  prejudice,  for  he  had  JJiy**'^'}} ''• 
taken  all  the  profits  of  the  land  in  the  mean  time.  Jac.226.  s.P. 

33.  It  seems  to  be  now  held,  that  there  must  be  a  particular  Lonl  Salis- 
custoni  to  warrant  the  forfeiture  of  a  copyhold,  by  the  mere  i  Keb.  287. 
non-appearance  of  the  heir  to  be  admitted.    That  by  the  general 
custom,  the  lord  is  only  authorized  to  seise  the  land,  until  the 

tenant  comes  in  to  be  admitted.  It  is  also  required,  that  all  the 
proceedings  be  strictly  conformable  to  the  customs  of  the  manor; 
and  the  proclamations  proved  v%v&  voce,  not  by  the  court  rolls 
only ;  otherwise  no  forfeiture  will  be  incurred. 

34.  At  a  court  baron  holden  for  the  manor  of  Featherstone  in  ?S?  ^*  ^?^ 
1785,  the  homage  presented  the  death  of  Sir  S.  Helier,  and  an 

entry  of  a  proclamation  on  the  rolls  was  made  as  follows:  —  *^  At 
this  court  public  proclamation  was  made,  for  the  first  time,  for  the 
heir  of  Sir  S.  Helier,  knight,  deceased,  to  come  into  court,  and  be 
admitted  tenant  to  all  and  singular  the  messuages,  &c.  within  the 
precincts  of  this  manor,  whereof  the  said  Sir  S.  Helier  died 
seised  :  or  else  the  same  would  be  seised  by  the  lord  of  the  said 
manor  for  want  of  a  tenant.  But  nobody  came  who  shewed  any 
title  to  the  same ;  therefore  such  default  and  this  proclamation' 
are  recorded."  Two  other  similar  proclamations  were  made,  at 
two  subsequent  courts,  &c.  By  an  entry  on  the  rolls  of  a  small 
court,  and  court  baion  holden  in  1786,  it  appeared  as  follows :  — 
*^  At  this  court  a  precept  was  issued  by  the  steward  of  the 
manor,  and  delivered  to  W.  B.,  bailiff  and  officer  of  the  manor 
directing  him  to  seise  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  all  and  singular 
the  several  copyhold  messuages,  &c«  which  are  situate  and  being 
in  Featheretone,  &c.  of  which  Sir  S.  Helier  died  seised ;  and  to 
return  the  precept  at  the  next  court  to  be  holden  on,  &c.'*  By 
another  entry  on  the  rolls  it  appeared  as  follows: — '^  At  this 
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oourt  W.  B.,  bailiff  of  this  manor,  and  officer  of  tbia  court, 
turned  tfae  precept  whicb  issued  and  was  delivered  to  him  at  the 
lastcourty  hcrfdeo  for  t^is  manor,  in  every  thing  obeyed  mad 
ezecated ;  to  wit»  that  he  bad  taken  actual  possesaioo  of,  and 
seised  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  tbe  manor,  aU  those  copy- 
holds, &c  whereof  the  said  Sir  S.  Helier  died  seised,  as  by  the 
said  precept  he  was  commanded.**  At  a  subsequent  cowt,  the 
lord  of  the  manor  granted  the  said  copyhold  premises  to  m 
stntnger,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom 
of  tbe  said  manor,  who  was  admitted  tenant,  paid  the  lord  a  fine 
of  692/.,  and  made  his  fealty.  Tbe  heirs  at  law  of  Sir  S.  Helier 
did  not  apply  to  be  admitted  till  the  year  1788,  whai  they  wwe 
refused ;  and  in  consequence  thereof  brought  their  ejectment. 
A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  on  the  above  case. 

After  several  arguments  Lord  Kenyon  said, — "  The  first  point 
made  is  on  the  supposed  forfeiture,  by  reason  of  the  heirs  of  Sir 
S.  HeUar  neglecting  to  come  to  the  lord's  court,  to  be  admitted 
as  has  tenants,  and  to  satisfy  the  lord's  claim  of  the  fruits  of  his 
tenure.  I  cannot  but  observe,  that  the  interest  of  the  lord  of 
this  manor  was  not  very  deeply  concerned  in  the  heir's  not 
coming  in  to  be  admitted,  because  it  is  stated  that  no  fine  was 
due  on  admission.  The  case  does  indeed  state,  that  he  had  a 
minute  interest,  namely,  a  relief  of  3«.  64L  :  but  however  small 
this  fruit  of  tenure  was,  the  lord  undoubtedly  had  a  right  to  it, 
wad  to  see,  by  the  inspection  of  his  court-rolls,  who  were  hia 
tenants.  But  the  severity  of  the  law  in  these,  as  in  all  other 
cases  of  forieitare,  warrants  the  courts  in  taking  care  that  there 
is  the  greatest  accuracy  in  the  lord's  proceeding.  It  is  so  in  the 
case  of  outlawry,  and  all  cases  of  criminal  proceedings.  Several 
cases  were  mentioned,  which  shew  that  a  general  forfeitue  of  a 
copyhold  estate,  for  not  coming  in  to  be  admitted,  does  not  ac- 
crue, unless  there  be  a  custom  to  warrant  it.  In  such  cases  the  lord 
has  only  a  right  to  enter  into  possession,  to  satisfy  himself  of  the 
injury  he  sustains  for  the  want  of  a  tenant ;  he  can  only  retain  the 
possession  quousque.  It  seemed  almost,  and  would  have  been  very 
properly  admitted  in  the  argument,  that  if  the  lord,  having  aright 
to  seise  quousqtie,  did  seise  absolutely,  there  was  a  defect  in  the 
seisure  which  vitiated  the  whole.  But  it  was  contended  that 
there  was  no  defect  in  the  seisure,  for  that  tbe  Court  might  pre- 


.-^« 
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Bume,  for  any  thing  that  appeared  to  the  contrary,  that  the  lord 
did  only  seise  till  a  tenant  came  in  to  be  admitted;, and  that 
omnia  presumuntur  solemnker  esse  acta :  but  I  think,  that  suffix 
cient  appears  in  the  case,  to  shew  that  the  seisure  was  irregular. 
A  seisure  generally,  and  undefined,  must  necessarily  be  a  seisure 
of  the  whole  property ;  if  it  were  not,  what  other,  liae  could  be 
drawn  ?  So  an  entry  upon  an  estate  generally,  is  aQ  entry  for 
the  whole  ;  and  if  it  be  for  less,  it  should  be  so  defined  at  the 
time.  The  case,  however,  does  not  rest  on  this  obserFStioo ;  ior 
we  collect  from  subsequent  acts  of  the  lord,  wh^b  are  upamhi- 
guous,  what  his  idea  was  when  he  did  seise ;  for  be  made  an 
abosolute  grant  of  the  whole  of  this  property  to  the  defendant, 
his  heirs  aod  assigns  for  ever,  taking  a  fine  of  692L  for  bis  ad* 
mission*  Then  I  am  bound  to  say,  that  the  lord  entered  as  for 
an  absolute  forfeiture :  and  as  this  is  a  proceeding  where  the 
most  strict  regularity  is  necessary  in  all  its  parts,  we  are  war- 
ranted in  saying  that  here  was  no  seisure  binding  on  the 
parties." 

The  other  judges  concurring,  judgment  was  given  for  the 
heirs  of  Sir  S.  Helier.  * 

36.  Where  the  custom  requires  that  a  person  taking  an  estate  of  a  penonio 
in  remainder  shall  come  in  and  be  admitted,  the  lord  JjDAy  seise  '®'^^''°*'- 
quousque  the  tenant  does  come  in.  And  the  proclamations 
being  in  general  terms,  for  any  person  to  come  in  and  make  title, 
and  the  presentment  of  default  being  also  general,  are  good ; 
though  the  person  in  remainder  be  known,  and  named  in  the 
surrender. 

36.  In  a  modern  case,  which  has  been  already  stated,  where  a  Doe  «.  Jeuwy, 
remainder-man  refused  to  come  in  and  be  admitted,  the  custom  ^  ^^^*  ^^^' 
requiring  that  persons  in  remainder  should  come  in  and  be  ad- 
mitted ;  there  was  a  presentment  by  the  homage,  that  E.  L, 
who  was  tenant  for  life,  died  seised;  and  three  proclamations 
were  made  at  three  different  courts,  that  if  any  person  or  persons 
would  come  into  court,  and  make  any  just  claim  to  the  lands 
whereof  the  tenant  for  life  died  seised,  such  person  should  come 
into  court  and  take  admission  to  the  same.  No  one  coming  to 
be  admitted,  a  precept  was  issued  by  the  steward  of  the  manor, 
directed  to  the  bailiff,  authorizing  him,  in  the  presence  of  two  or 
more  copyhold  tenants  of  the  manor,  to  seise  into  th^  bands  of 
the  lord,  quousque  the  tenant  should  come  in  to  be  admitted,  all 
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sach  copyhold  lands,  &c.  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  lord.  The 
lands  were  accordingly  seised  by  the  bailiff,  and  the  lord  made 
a  lease,  and  brought  an  ejectment 

It  was  objected,  that  the  next  tenant  being  known  and' named 
in  the  rolls,  the  proclamations  and  the  presentment  should  have 
been  against  her  by  name. 

Lord  EUenborough  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  He 
said,  the  question  was,  whether  the  presentment  that  the  tenant 
for  life  died  seised,  and  the  proclamations  made, ''  that  if  any 
person  would  come  into  court  and  make  just  claim  or  title  to  the 
lands  whereof  E.  I.  died  seised,  such  person  should  come  into 
court  and  take  admission  of  the  same,"  was  sufficient  No  an* 
thority  had  been  cited  in  support  of  this  objection :  but  it  rested 
wholly  in  what  was  said  to  be  the  usual  practice  in  courts  baron, 
of  mentioning  in  the  presentment  and  proclamations  the  name 
of  the  person,  when  known,  who  ought  to  come  in  and  be  ad- 
mitted. If  the  tenant,  when  known,  were  likely  to  be  prejudiced 
by  not  being  named,  this  objection  would  have  weight;  and 
though,  as  the  object  of  the  presentment  was  for  the  informa- 
tion and  instruction  of  the  lord,  it  would,  in  respect  of  him,  be 
better  to  mention  the  person  who  ought  to  come  in  and  be  ad- 
mitted, when  known ;  yet,  in  respect  to  the  heir  or  remainder- 
man, this  was  not  the  purpose  of  the  presentment,  nor  were  the 
proclamations  intended  to  inform  persons  of  their  titles,  but  to 
give  notice  to  those  who  had  a  right  to  be  admitted,  that  the 
tenancy  was  vacant,  and  that  the  lord  required  of  those  who 
were  entitled  to  take  upon  themselves  the  tenancy ;  and  it  seem- 
ed sufficient,  so  far  as  the  tenant  was  concerned,  if  the  present- 
ment and  proclamations  were  in  the  general  terms  used  on  this 
occasion.  For  these  reasons,  the  Court  thought  there  should  be 
judgment  for  the  lord. 
Clavton  V,  37.  The  lord  of  a  manor  cannot  bring  a  bill  in  Chancery 

2  Atk.  449.        against  a  copyholder,  to  compel  him  to  come  in  and  be  admitted 

tenant ;  for  he  has  his  remedy  at  law,  by  making  proclamations 

so  many  court  days.     But  if  there  be  any  confusion  arising  from 

copyhold  land  being  blended  together,  the  lord  may  bring  a  bill 

of  discovery  to  ascertain  the  lands. 

Of  a  ninen-  38.  A  custom  that  the  person  to  whose  use  a  copyhold  is  sur- 

King'v.  DiUii-    rendered  shall,  after  three  proclamations,  come  in  and  be  admit- 

3h'8d.^^^*      ted,  or  otherwise  the  lands  shall  be  forfeited,  is  good.     But  in  a 

case  of  this  kind  infancy  will  excuse. 
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39.  It  has  been  stated  that  copyholds  are  indirectly  devisable.  Of  a  deriiee. 
In  such  cases,  the  non-appearance  of  a  devisee  to  be  admitted 

operates  in  general  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  copyhold.  \ 

40.  A  copyhold  was  devised  to  six  persons  upon   certain  J^'*^^|2*"' 
trusts :  one  offered  to  be  admitted  and  to  pay  his  proportion  of 

the  fine,  which  the  lord  refused,  unless  he  would  pay  the  whole: 
the  other  five  declined  the  trust.  The  lord,  after  three  procla- 
mations for  the  six  trustees  to  come  in  and  be  admitted,  seised 
for  the  forfeiture.  The  Court  held,  that  the  lord  ought  to  have 
admitted  the  person  who  offered  himself;  and  then  he  might  have 
proceeded  to  recover  his  fine  from  the  six  devisees,  if  it  was  due 
either  by  law,  or  the  custom  of  the  manor ;  and  that  he  had  been 
too  hasty  in  entering  for  a  supposed  forfeiture  before  admit- 
tance. A  seisure  quousque  was  till  somebody  came  to  be  admits 
ted ;  so  that  it  was  clear  the  lord  had  no  right  to  seise. 

41.  All  persons  of  sufficient  understanding  may  forfeit  a  co-  Wbomayfor- 
pyhold ;  but  a  person  of  nonsane  memory,  an  idiots  or  a  lunatic,  Co.  Cop.  ■.  60. 
are  unable  to  forfeit.    So  an  infant  under  the  age  of  fourteen, 

because  he  wants  discretion :  but  an  infant  at  the  age  of  dis- 
cretion may  forfeit  his  copyhold,  not  bv  offences  proceeding 
from  negligence  or  ignorance,  but  by  such  as  proceed  from 
contempt. 

42.  A  married  woman  cannot,  by  any  act  of  her  own,  forfeit  idflm. 
her  copyhold  ;  because  she  is  not  sui  juris,  sed  tub  potestate  viru 
But  she  may,  by  an  act  done  by  her  husband,  incur  a  forfeiture. 

And  it  was  resolved  in  27  Eliz.  that  where  a  woman,  tenant  for  ISfPj^^'  5!.« 

Oilb.  Ten.  243. 

life  of  a  copyhold,  takes  a  husband,  who  commits  waste  and  dies, 
the  estate  of  the  wife  is  forfeited. 

43.  By  the  statute  1 1  Geo.  4.  and  1  Will.  4.  (which  repeals 
the  9  Geo.  1.  c.  29.  s.  6.)  it  is  enacted,  that  no  infant,  fiSme 
covert  or  lunatic  shall  forfeit  any  copyhold  land,  for  his  or  her 
neglect  or  refusal  to  come  to  any  court  to  be  kept  for  any  manor, 
whereof  such  land  is  parcel,  and  to  be  admitted  thereto ;  nor  for 
the  omission,  denial,  or  refusal  of  any  such  infant,  fSme  covert  or 
lunatic,  to  pay  any  fine  imposed  or  set  on  his  or  her  admittance. 
And  by  the  tenth  section  it  is  provided,  that  if  the  fine  im- 
posed in  any  of  the  cases  thereinbefore  mentioned  shall  not  be  Vid.iupra,ui6. 
warranted  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  or  shall  be  unlawful, 

then  such  infant,  f(&me  covert  or  lunatic  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
controvert  the  legality  of  such  fine. 
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KennDetoov.         44.  This  statute  is  confined  to  the  cases  expressed  io  it; 
13  yei.!240.       MMely,  tide  by  descent,  or  surrencter  to  the  nae  of  a  wilt ;  and 

does  not  extend  to  a  title  derived  from  a  deed. 
Doer.  Hefiv,       '  45.  It  was  resolTed  in  a  modem  case,  that  if  one  of  several 

colieirs  of  a  copyholder  be  a  feme  covert,  and  the  lord  seises  the 
whole  estate,  in  default  of  the  heirs  not  coming  in  to  be  admitted, 
after  three  proclamations,  without  first  appointing  a  guatdian  for 
the  feme  covert,  according  to  this  act,  a  seisure  of  the  whole  es- 
tate is  irregular ;  though  it  was  not  known  to  the  lord  that  one  of 
th^  heirs  was  a  feme  covert. 
Extent  of  for-         46.  A  forfeiture,  in  general,  only  extends  to  the  copyhold  in 
TaYenier «.        which  the  act  has  been  done.     For  if  a  copyholder  be  seised  of 
4  Rep.  27.  a.     ^^^^  Acre,  White  Acre,  and  Green  Acre,  by  several  copies,  and 
Gilb.  Ten.  217.  commits  wastc  in  Black  Acre,  it  is  thereby  forfeited.     But  there 

is  no  forfeiture  of  White  Acre  or  Green  Acre. 
6  Vin  Ab^iSl      ^'^*  '^  *  copyholder  makes  a  feoffinent  of  one  acre  of  bis  eopy- 
GiUk.  Tea.  217.  hold,  all  is  not  forfeited,  but  only  that  acre.    But  if  a  copyholder 

cuts  down  a  tree  which  grows  upon  an  acre  of  land,  parcel  of  the 
copyhold,  this  is  a  forfeiture  of  all  the  copyhold,  because  the  trees 
are  to  be  employed  in  building  and  reparation  of  the  bouses ;  and 
therefore  by  the  doing  of  waste  all  the  copyhold  is  impaired. 
Wliere  pre-  48.  Some  acts  amount  to  a  forfeiture,  the  moment  they  are 

^^^1^^"        committed  :  others  are  not  forfeitures  till  they  are  presented  by 
1^.  C«p.  n.  67.  the  homage,  in  the  lord*s  court.    OflFences  which  are  apparent 
Gilb.  Ten.  246.  and  notorious,  of  which  the  lord,  by  common  presumption,  can- 
not choose  but  have  notice,  are  forfeitures  immediately.     But 
presentment  by  the  homage  is  necessary  in  those  cases  where 
the  lord  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  notice  of  himself;  as  where 
the  tenant  is  convicted  of  treason  or  felony,  or  makes  an  aliena- 
tion contrary  to  the  custom. 
Anu,  s.  8.  49.  It  was,  however,  resolved  in  the  case  of  East  t>.  Harding, 

where  a  copyholder  incurred  a  forfeiture  by  making  a  lease, 
that  presentment  was  not  absolutely  necessary,  but  only  for  the 
lord's  better  instruction  of  his  title,  that  the  lord  may  take  ad- 
Ten.  246.  vantage  of  a  forfeiture  before  presentment.     But  Lord  Chief 

Baron  Gilbert  says,  it  is  safer  to  get  all  forfeituies  presented ; 
and  if  there  be  a  particular  custom,  it  must  be  pursued. 
WhatditpenMs       60.  Forfeitures  may,  in  many  cases,  be  dispensed  with  by  the 
0>.  Cep.  i.^'  '^^    Thus,  if  a  copyholder  has  broken  the  customs  of  the  ma- 
nor, by  committing  waste,  refusing  to  perform  his  services,  or  to 
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pay  his  rent*  the  forfeitures  arising  from  these  acts  may  be  dis- 
pensed with  by  a  subsequent  acceptance  of  rent,  or  other  act  by 
which  the  lord  acknowledges  the  copyholder  to  be  his  tenant. 
But  where  the  lord  is  ignorant  of  the  act  by  which  a  copyhold 
is  forfeited,  nothing  done  by  him  will  operate  as  a  dispensation 
of  the  forfeiture.  And  it  seems  that  if  the  lord  accepts  a  sur-  6  Yin.  Ab.  149. 
render  from  a  tenant  who  has  committed  a  forfeiture,  this  is  bo 
dispensation  or  bar  to  the  entry  of  the  lord ;  if  the  cause  of  for- 
feiture be  such  that  the  lord  might  well  be  supposed  ignorant 
of,  otherwise  not,  as  making  a  private  lease.  But  for  faihlre  of 
suit  of  Court,  nonpayment  of  rent,  and  the  like,  it  is  otherwise, 
because  he  cannot  be  presumed  ignorant  of  these. 

51.  If  a  copyholder  commits  a  forfeiture,  and  the  lord  pro  Milfuv. Baker, 
tempore,  baring  a  legal  title,  grants  an  admittance,  it  will  ope- 
rate as  a  dispensation  of  the  forfeiture,  not  only  as  to  himself, 

but  as  to  the  person  in  reversion;  for  such  a  new  grant  and 
admittance  amounts  to  an  entry  for  the  forfeiture,  and  a  new 
grant.  But  a  lord  by  wrong  cannot  by  such  an  admittance  purge 
tke  forfeiture,  so  as  to  bind  the  rightful  lord. 

52.  A  copyholder  cut  timber,  sold  it,  and  died  ;  the  succeed-  Pascal  v.  Wood, 
ing  lord  brought  an  ejectment  against  the  heir,  who  pleaded,  3^^^-^^^« 
that  in  trespass  brought  by  him,  the  lord  (now  plaintiff,)  jus- 
tified for  taking  a  heriot    The  Court  said,  that  justification  for  Giib.  Ten.  247. 
heriot  service  on  seisin  of  the  ancestor  was  an  acceptance  of  the 

heir  as  tenant,  and  purged  the  forfeiture. 

53.  It  was  said  in  this  last  case,  that  where  there  is  an  actual 
entry  by  the  lord  in  the  lifetime  of  the  copyholder,  for  a  for- 
feiture by  him,  no  acceptance  after  will  purge  the  forfeiture. 
And  though  it  never  was  presented  by  the  homage,  that  was  not 
material,  it  being  a  thing  notorious. 

54.  Lord  Coke  says,  some  make  this  difference,  that  those  Co*  Cm.  a,  61. 

r^tlh   Tan    334, 

forfeitures  only  which  destroy  not  the  copyhold  are  confirmable 
by  subsequent  acknowledgment,  and  not  those  forfeitures  which 
tend  to  the  destruction  of  a  copyhold.  As  if  the  copyholder 
makes  a  feoffment,  by  this  the  copyhold  is  destroyed ;  therefore 
no  subsequent  acknowledgment  of  the  lord  will  confirm  it.  And 
in  the  Supplement  to  Lord  Coke's  Copyhold,  it  is  said,  that  if  t.  il. 
a  copyholder  levies  a  fine,  makes  a  feoffment,  or  suffers  a  com- 
mon recovery,  which  destroy  the  estate,  no  acceptance  of  rent, 
or  act  done  by  the  lord,  will  be  available  to  make  the  estate 
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good.  But  where  the  custom  of  the  manor  only  is  broken,  as  if 
the  copyholder  makes  a  long  lease,  or  refuses  to  pay  his  rent,  or 
to  be  sworn  of  the  homage,  or  commits  waste,  there  his  estate 
may  be  afterwards  confirmed. 

65.  This  doctrine  has  been  denied  in  a  modem  case,  in  which 
it  was  held,  that  a  forfeiture  by  a  copyholder's  levying  a  fine 
might  be  waived  by  the  lord.  In  that  case  the  lord  suffered 
many  years  to  elapse  without  taking  advantage  of  the  forfeiture, 
and  by  several  solemn  acts  in  his  court  recognised  the  person 
who  levied  the  fine  as  his  tenant.  It  was  first  presented  that  he 
died  seised ;  then  the  lord  required  the  heir  to  come  in  and  be 
admitted.  These,  said  Lord  Kenyon,  were  as  solemn  acts  of  re- 
cognition, as  the  admittance  of  the  copyholder  in  Milfax  o.  Baker ; 
and  he  did  not  think  he  was  straining  that  case  in  saying,  that 
any  act  equally  solemn  on  the  part  of  the  lord  was  sufficient  to 
preclude  him  from  taking  advantage  of  the  forfeiture. 

66.  The  lord  of  the  manor  is,  in  general,  the  only  person  who 
can  take  advantage  of  the  forfeiture  of  a  copyhold.  And  even  a 
lessee  for  years  shall  take  advantage  of  a  forfeiture,  for  be  is 
dominui  pro  tempore. 

67.  If  there  be  a  lord  of  a  manor,  in  which  there  are  copy- 
holders, and  the  lord  grants  to  a  stranger  the  freehold  of  a  copy- 
hold, in  fee ;  though  by  this  the  tenement  is  divided  from  the 
manor,  and  not  demisable  by  copy  again ;  yet  the  grantee  of  the 
freehold  shall  take  advantage  of  a  forfeiture,  committed  after,  by 
the  copyholder,  for  he  ought  to  pay  his  rent  to  the  grantee.  So 
in  this  case,  if  the  grantee  of  the  freehold  makes  a  lease  for  years 
of  the  freehold,  this  lessee  for  years  shall  take  advantage  of  a  for- 
feiture committed  after  by  the  copyholder,  because  he  was 
dominus  pro  tempore, 

68.  In  all  cases  of  forfeiture  for  treason  or  felony  by  a  copy- 
holder, the  lord  becomes  entitled  to  the  copyhold,  and  not  the 
king,  unless  there  be  a  special  act  of  parliament  for  that  purpose* 
And  where  by  the  statute  12  Cha.  2.  all  the  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  of  the  regicides  were  forfeited  to  the  Crown, 
Lord  Hale  held  that  copyholds  were  not  included ;  for  if  a  copy- 
hold was  forfeited  by  this  act  to  the  Crown,  it  would  be  thereby 
destroyed,  and  pass  by  letters  patent,  not  by  surrender. 

69.  There  have  been  several  cases  in  which  the  Court  of 
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Chanoery  has  interposed,  to  moderate  the  rigour  of  copyhold 
customs,  and  to  relieve  against  unreasonable  forfeitures. 

60.  A  oopy holder  for  life  had  committed  a  forfeiture,  by  cut-  Thomas  v. 
ting  down  timber  trees,  which  was  found  so  by  a  trial,  and  icha.'ca.95. 
verdict  at  law ;  the  lord  entered  and  admitted  the  defendant, 

who  was  the  remaindernfnan.  The  copyholder  exhibited  his  bill 
to  be  relieved  against  the  forfeiture,  offering,  if  it  should  appear 
to  be  waste,  to  make  satisfaction.  An  issue  was  directed  to  try 
whether  it  was  the  primary  intention  of  the  copyholder,  in  cut* 
ting  down  the  timber,  to  e<Knmit  waste.  It  being  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  decreed  that  he  should  be  relieved ;  and  that 
the  defendant,  the  remainder«man,  should  deliver  up  the  posses- 
sion to  the  plaintiff,  and  account  for  the  mesne  profit. 

61.  A  person  having  two  copyholds  held  of  the  same  manor,  Nasho. 

cut  down  timber  in  the  one,  and  employed  it  in  repairing  the  2  vero.  637.  ' 
other,  pretending  that  he  was  authorized  by  the  custom  of  the 
manor ;  the  timber  being  assigned  and  set  out  by  two  of  the 
customary  tenants.  An  ejectment  was  brought  by  the  lord, 
upon  the  supposition  that  this  was  voluntary  waste,  and  conse- 
quently a  forfeiture.  Upon  the  first  trial  a  verdict  was  given 
against  the  lord :  but  upon  a  new  trial  the  jury  found  against 
the  custom.  A  bill  was  then  brought  in  Chancery  to  be  re- 
lieved against  the  forfeiture.  It  was  admitted  that  by  the  cus- 
tom, when  timber  was  wanting  on  one  copyhold  tenement,  the 
lord,  by  his  woodman  <Nr  bailiff,  might  assign  timber  for  repairs 
on  any  of  the  other  copyhold  estates :  but  here  a  custom  was  aet 
up  for  two  tenants  to  assign  to  a  third,  which  might  be  prejudi- 
cial to  the  lord;  as  more  timber  might  by  that  means  be 
cut  than  was  necessary,  and  thriving  timber,  whea  there 
might  be  found  enough  of  that  which  was  decaying,  fit  for 
repainu  It  was,  however,  admitted  that  the  timber  was  of  small 
value,  and  all  of  it  employed  in  the  repairs  of  the  copyhold. 

The  Lord  Keeper  relieved  the  plaintiff  against  the  forfeiture : 
but  decreed  him  to  pay  the  costs  of  both  the  trials  at  law  and  the 
costs  of  this  suit. 

62.  In  a  subsequent  case  the  Court  of  Chancery  relieved  a  Cudmore  v. 

Rayon 

Quaker  against  a  forfeiture  which  he  had  incurred  by  not  doing  2  Vern.66i% 
suit  and  service  at  the  lord's  court. 

63.  A  Court  of  Equity  will  not,  however,  interpose  in  cases  Where  relief 

has  been  le- 
VOL.  1.  Y  fused. 
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of  this  kind^  unless  there  are  equitable  circumstaDces  which  en- 
title the  party  who  committed  the  forfeiture  to  relief. 
Cox  V.  Higford,       64.  The  plaintiff  brought  his  bill  to  be  relieved  against  the 
'  ^*      *   forfeiture  of  his  copyhold  estate.     It  appeared  that  he  had  been 
guilty  of  the  greatest  disobedience  possible  to  his  lord ;  thataftsr 
six  several  presentments  to  repair,  and  an  entry  by  the  lord  for 
the  forfeiture,  he  brought  an  ejectment ;  and  when  upon  the 
trial,  a  rule  was  entered  into  by  consent,  that  upon  payment  of 
41.  to  the  lord  for  his  costs,  which  was  not  a  fourth  part  of  the 
costs  to  which  he  had  put  the  lord,  and  putting  the  estate  into 
repair,  he  should  be  admitted  to  it  again  ;  yet  he  never  complied 
with  the  rule,  nor  made  any  offer  of  costs  to  the  lord,  but  instead 
of  that  brought  another  ejectment,  and  was  non-suited ;  and  after 
nine  or  ten  years  more,  brought  his  bill. 

Upon  these  circumstances  the  Lord  Keeper  declared  he  onght 

to  have  no  relief,  or  if  he  were  to  be  relieved,  yet  it  must  be  upon 

payment  to  the  lord  of  all  his  costs,  and  putting  the  estate  into 

good  repair ;  which  would  amount  to  more  than  his  interest  was 

worth,  having  only  an  estate  for  life ;  and  dismissed  the  bill>  but 

without  costs.     The  Lord  Keeper  likewise  declared,  that  though 

this  were  a  voluntary  waste  and  forfeiture^  against  which  it  was 

objected  that  the  court  never  gave  relief,  yet  he  thought  the  rules 

of  equity  not  so  strict,  but  that  relief  might  be  given,  even  against 

voluntary  waste  and  forfeiture. 

Peachey  v.  65.  A  copyholdcr  made  leases  not  warranted  by  the  custom  of 

Prec!^Cha.      ^^^  manor,  and  worked  a  quarry  of  stone  from  his  freehold  lands 

o^?'k  t«    o.»^    into  the  copyhold,  without  licence.   Afterwards  his  son  cut  down 

trees,  and  inclosed  some  of  the  copyhold  lands,  notwithstanding 
several  repeated  admonitions  from  the  lord ;  who  brought  his 
ejectment,  and  had  a  verdict  as  for  a  forfeiture. 

On  a  bill  brought  for  relief.  Lord  Macclesfield  was  clear  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  foundation  for  equity  to  interpose. 
That  it  would  be  to  alter  the  nature  of  the  tenure  whereby  copy- 
holds subsisted.  That  if  this  was  a  forfeiture  at  law,  a  Court  of 
Equity  had  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  and  that  it  was  like  the  case 
of  a  feoffment  or  fine  levied  by  a  particular  tenant,  against  which 
there  could  be  no  relief.  That  copyholders  were  but  tenants  at 
will,  though  it  were  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor.  That 
this  entirely  differed  from  the  case  of  a  forfeiture  for  non-payment 
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of  rent  or  of  a  fine ;  for  there  the  estate  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
security  for  those  sums,  and  the  lord  might  be  recompensed  in 
damages  and  costs.  That  making  a  lease  for  years  was  a  for- 
feiture, as  it  was  a  determination  of  his  will :  and  though  the 
lord  should  refuse  to  grant  a  licence,  yet  the  tenant  had  no  re- 
medy, nor  would  the  court  compel  the  lord  to  grant  such  licence. 
That  though  those  copyholds  were  mended  by  time,  and  were  in 
the  nature  of  an  inheritance,  yet  still  the  tenant  was  obliged  to 
observe  the  law  and  custom  to  which  they  were  subject.  That 
these  customs  were  in  the  nature  of  the  limitations  of  an  estate, 
which  determined  on  the  breach  of  them :  and  that  unless  there 
were  some  equitable  circumstances  in  the  case,  the  court  could 
not  interpose,  as  that  would  be  to  repeal  and  destroy  the  law. 


Y  2 
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CHAP.  VI. 


Extinguishment  and  Suspension  of  Copyholds. 
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Ten.  254. 


Section  I. 

Copyhold  estates  may  be  destroyed  in  several  ways ;  for  when- 
ever an  estate  of  this  kind  ceases  to  be  held  by  copy  of  court  roll, 
according  to  the  cnstom  of  the  manor,  it  is  said  to  be  extinguished 
and  gone. 

2.  Thus  if  a  copyholder  surrenders  his  estate  to  the  lord,  to 
the  use  of  the  lord,  the  copyhold  is  thereby  extinguished.  It  is 
however  necessary,  in  ajcase  of  this  kind,  that  the  lord,  to  whom 
the  surrender  is  made,  have  a  lawful  estate  in  the  manor ;  for  a 
surrender  by  a  copyholder  to  a  person  who  is  possessed  of  the 
manor  by  wrong,  will  not  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  the 
copyhold. 

3.  A  bishop  having  been  disseised  of  a  manor  during  Crom- 
well's usurpation,  a  copyholder  surrendered  to  the  disseisor, 
ut  inde  fadat  voluntatem  suam.  After  the  Restoration,  the 
bishop  entered.  Resolved,  that  the  copyhold  was  not  extin- 
guished, because  the  surrender  was  void. 

4.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  says,  if  a  surrender  be  made  to  the 
lord,  expressing  no  use,  it  shall  be  to  the  use  of  the  lord  ;  for  it 
cannot  be  imagined  that  the  surrender  was  made  to  no  end  or 
purpose ;  and  a  surrender  may  be  made  to  the  lord,  and  no  use 
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need  be  expressd:    It  is  said  ia  Comyn's  Digest^  Tit  Copyhold, 
F.  8.  that  in  such  a  case  the  lord  shall  have  it  to  the  use  of  the 
surrenderor.     But  it  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Holt,  that  if  a  copy-  i  p.  wms.  17. 
bidder  surrenders  to  the  lord,  without  declaring  an  use,  the  copy-  ^'  ^y™*®^^* 
hold  extinguishes ;  as  on  a  surrender  by  tenant  for  life,  to  him 
in  reversion. 

5.  Where  a  copyhold  is  thus  surrendered  to  the  lord,  the  land 
continues  to  be  part  of  the  demesnes  of  the  manor,  freed  from 
that  customary  right  of  occupation  which  the  copyholder  had  in 
it,  and  will  pass  by  any  conveyanoe  of  the  manor. 

6.  Thus  it  was  resolved,  in  a  modern  case,  that  if  a  lord  of  a  Doe  v.  Pott, 
manor  mortgage  the  manor  in  fee  to  A.  and  afterwards  purchase     °"^* 
copyholds,  hdd  of  the  manor,  and  take  surrenders  of  them  to 
himself  in  fee,  they  shall  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee. 

And  a  settlement  by  the  lord  of  all  his  estate  mortgaged  to 
A.  shall  pass  the  equity  of  redemption  of  such  surrendered 
copyholds. 

7.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  held  by  Lord  Eldon,  that  st.  Paul  v. 
where  the  lord  of  a  manor  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainders  i^y^^  157^  ' 
over,  and  purchased  a  copyhold  held  of  the  manor,  taking  the  Vidc,c.i.s.i6. 
surrender  to  him  and  his  heirs,  it  was  extinguished,  and  as  par- 
cel of  the  manor  became  subject  to  the  limitations  of  it. 

8.  If  a  copyholder  releases  all  his  estate  and  interest  to  the  Release  to  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  it  will  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  his  GUb.  Ten.  300. 
copyliokl.     For  although  a  release  cannot  in  its  own  nature  pass  w!^j^Qes^4s. 
away  a  possession,  yet  it  may  amount  to  a  signification  of  the 

tenant's  intention  to  hold  the  lands  no  longer;  and  the  rule 
is,  that  every  thing  amounting  to  a  determination  of  the 
copyholder's  will,  to  hold  no  longer,  extinguishes  the  copy- 
hold. 

9.  So  if  the  lord  conveys  away  the  freehold  of  a  copyhold  to  a  Wakeford's 

case 

Stranger,  and  the  copyholder  releases  to  the  stranger,  this  will  1  i^a.  102. 
also  extinguish  the  copyhold.     But  if  a  copyholder  be  ousted,  J^/,^.'&*waU. 
and  so  the  lord  disseised,  and  the  copyholder  releases  all  his  fl^-. 

*  Mortimer's 

right  to  the  disseisor,  it  will  have  no  effect ;  because  the  disseisor  case. 

has  no  customary  estate  on  which  the  release  of  the  customary  oflb!  Ten.  300. 

right  may  enure. 

10.  Any  conveyance  of  the  land  by  the  lord  to  the  copyholder,  Conveyance  by 
for  an  estate  of  freehold,  or  even  for  a  term  of  years,  will  extin*  copyh^der.^^^ 
guish  the  copyhold.     For  the  estate  of  the  copyholder  beino-  ^'  ^"P-  *•  ^ 
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only  at  will,  becomes  merged  by  the  accession  of  any  greater 
estate. 

11.  If  the  lord  demises  land^  held  by  copy,  to  a  stranger  for 
years,  and  the  stranger  assigns  over  his  term  to  the  copyholder, 

.  the  copyhold  will  be  thereby  extinguished ;  for  both  these  in- 
terests cannot  exist  in  the  same  person,  simul  et  semel:  and  con- 
sequently one  of  them  must  be  determined,  which  of  necessity 
must  be  the  customary  estate  ;  for  the  estate  derived  from  the 
common  law  cannot  merge  in  that ;  and  when  common  law  and 
custom  come  together,  and  one  or  the  other  must  necessarily 
stand,  the  common  law  shall  be  preferred. 

12.  It  was  resolved  upon  the  same  principle,  that  where  a 
copyholder  in  fee  took  a  lease  for  years  of  the  manor,  the  copy- 
hold was  extinct  for  ever,  and  not  during  the  continuance  of  the 
lease  only. 

13.  The  next  mode  of  extinguishing  a  copyhold  is  by  enfran- 
chisement, by  which  the  tenure  is  changed  from  base  to  free. 
This  may  be  done  by  the  lord's  releasing  to  the  copyholder  his 
seignoral  rights  and  services,  by  which  the  tenure  is  extinguish- 
ed. For  as  the  coyyholder  was  tenant  at  will  to  the  lord,  by 
which  there  was  a  privity  of  estate  between  them,  the  release 
enlarges  the  copyholder's  estate,  and  gives  him  the  freehold. 

14.  It  is  the  same  where  the  lord  ratifies  and  confirms  the 
customary  estate  to  the  tenant,  and  grants  that  he  shall  be  free 
from  all  customs  and  services,  due  in  respect  of  such  tenancy. 

15.  Upon  a  question  whether  lands  were  freehold  or  cus- 
tomary, it  appeared  that  they  had  originally  been  customary,  or 
tenant  right  estates,  holden  of  a  manor  in  Cumberland,  by  the 
payment  of  certain  ancient  customary  rents  and  other  services ; 
and  descendible  from  ancestor  to  heir :  that  the  lord  of  the  ma- 
nor, by  an  indenture  made  in  24  Cha.  2.,  in  consideration  of  61 
years'  rent,  ratified  and  confirmed  to  the  then  tenant  and  his  heirs 
all  his  customary  and  tenant  right  estate,  with  the  appurtenances, 
Sec.,  and  granted,  that  the  tenant  and  his  heirs  should  be  freed, 
acquitted,  exempted,  and  discharged  from  the  payment  of  all  rents, 
fines,  heriots,  &c.  dues,  customs,  services,  and  demands,  at  any 
time  thereafter  happening  to  become  due  in  respect  of  the  te- 
nancy, except  one  penny  yearly  rent ;  and  also  excepting  and 
reserving  suit  of  court,  with  the  services  incident  thereto ;  and 
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saving  and  reBerving  all  royalties^  escheats,  and  forfeitures,  and 
all  other  advantages  and  emoluments  belonging  to  the  seigniory, 
so  as  not  to  prejudice  the  immunities  thereby  granted  to  the 
tenant ;  and  also  granted  liberty  to  cut  timber^  and  to  sell  or 
lease,  &c.  without  licence. 

Lord  Elleuborough  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.  He  Vidt  ante,  c.  i. 
said,  that  assuming  these  estates  to  have  been  holden  prior  to  the 
deed  of  24  Cha.  2.  by  copy  of  court  roll,  within  the  enlarged 
sense  of  those  words,  as  they  occurred  in  the  stat.  12  Cha.  2.  the 
court  was  of  opinion  that,  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of  24  Cha.  2. 
operating  upon  that  species  of  tenure,  the  tenement  in  question 
was  become  frank  fee ;  or,  in  other  words,  land  holden  in  free 
and  common  socage.  To  confirm  to  the  tenant  his  customary 
and  tenant  right  estate,  freed,  acquitted,  and  discharged  from 
the  payment  of  all  rents  and  services,  8cc.  except  the  one  penny 
rent  which  was  reserved  or  retained  out  of  the  old  rent,  was  tan- 
tamount to  a  release  of  those  rents,  services,  &c.  which  were  not 
so  specifically  exempted  and  restrained  :  for  ''  where  words  are  Piowd.  140. 
equivalent  in  substance  to  words  of  release,  the  law  takes  them 
as  a  release ;"  and  '*  where  there  are  words  of  substance,  the 
law  appoints  how  they  shall  enure ;"  taking  these  words  of  ac- 
quittance, exemption,  and  discharge,  on  the  part  of  the  lord,  as 
operating  in  substance  a  release  of  the  services  specified,  and 
assuming  that  there  was  no  material  difference  between  the 
tenure  in  question,  and  that  of  ancient  demesne*  For  this  pur-  Roe  v.  Ireland, 
pose,  there  were  several  cases  in  point,  to  shew  that  the  cus- 
tomary qualities  of  this  tenure  were  extinguished  by  the  deed. 

16.  When  a  copyhold  is  enfranchised  either  by  a  release  of 
the  services,  or  a  conveyance  of  the  freehold  to  the  copyholder, 
the  lands  are  severed  firom  the  manor ;  and  in  consequence  of 
the  statute  Quia  Emptores,  will  afterwards  be  held  of  the  next 
immediate  lord.  Nor  can  the  lord  of  a  manor,  upon  an 
enfranchisement,  reserve  to  himself  the  ancient  rents  and 
services. 


17.  In  an  action  of  debt  to  recover  2s.  6d.,  in  which  sum  the  Bradshaw 


r. 


defendant  was  amerced  for  not  attending  a  court  baron  ;  it  ap-  4i^^?R.443. 
peared  that  the  defendant  was  seised  of  fourteen  acres  of  land, 
which  had  formerly  been  held  of  the  manor,  whereof  the  plaintiff 
was  lord,  by  copy  of  court  roll ;  but  that  in  18  Ja.  1.  the  then 


328  TUk  X.  Copyhold.  Ck  VL  $.  17—22. 

lord  of  the  manor  made  a  feoffment  of  the  land  to  the  then  copy- 
holder, reserring  a  yearly  rent»  which  was  stated  in  the  deed  to 
be  the  ancient  yearly  rent,  for  all  manner  of  suits,  services,  and 
demands  whatsoever.  The  question  was,  whether  the  owner  of 
this  land  was  bound  to  attend  the  plaintiff's  court. 

Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that  the  principal  question  was  settled 
by  the  statute  Quia  Emptore$,  18  Edw.  1. ;  for  after  that  statute, 
the  lord  could  not  by  any  deed  reserve  the  old  services,  when  he 
conveyed  away  the  estate  in  respect  of  which  those  aervioes 
were  due,  as  the  tenant  must  hold  of  the  superior  loid.  By  the 
conveyance,  the  estate  was  no  longer  parcel  of  the  manor,  nor 
held  of  the  manor ;  neither  was  the  defendant's  ancestor  any 
longer  a  tenant  of  the  manor ;  therefore  it  was  dear  that  the 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  attend  the  plaintiff's  court,  as  a  te- 
nant of  the  manor. 
i4fii«,c.i.8. 45.       18.  The  lord  of  a  manor  who  enfranchises  a  copyhold,  must 

Stat  12  Geo.  3.  ^^  [ 

c.  35.  either  be  seised  m  fee  simple,  or  have  a  power  to  convey  the  fee 

rjw."&  wis  wn^pl®  of  the  lands  to  the  copyholder. 

^^^'  19.  Although  a  copyholder  should  only  have  a  particular 

estate  in  his  copyhold,  yet  he  may  take  an  enfranchisement, 
which  will  be  deemed  absolute.    But  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the 

c<wka,  ^  enfranchisement  shall  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  in  re^ 

iBiro.c.c.5i5.  maindcr,  who  would  have  taken  the  copyhdd  interest,  incase 

there  had  not  been  an  enfranchisement:  a  court  of  equity  vrill 
accordingly  direct  a  conveyance  from  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  par- 
ticular tenant,  to  the  persons  in  remainder,  on  their  paying  a 
proportionate  part  of  the  consideration  given  for  the  enfran- 
chisement. 

Escheat  or  for-        20.  Where  copyholds  come  to  the  lotd  by  escheat  or  for- 

A^e^c.  1.         feiture,  the  tenure  is  extinguished.    But  it  has  been  stated  that 

in  cases  of  this  kind  the  lord  may  grant  them  out  again  by  copy 
of  court  roll. 

When  the  lands      21.  It  has  also  been  stated  that  whenever  lands  which  had 

oeaae  to  be 

demiflabie.         been  held  by  copy  of  court  roll  have  ceased  to  be  demised  or 

demisable  by  copy,  they  can  never  be  granted  again  by  that 

tenure,  and  consequently  the  copyhold  is  thereby  extinct. 

Sospenuon  of        22.  There  are  several  cases  in  which  copyholds  are  suspended 

Dm  V.  Pyke,      only  for  a  certain  time,  and  not  absolutely  extinguished*    Thus 

\^^\^  ^^     ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  where  a  person,  holding  a  copyhold,  becomes 
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king,  the  copyhold  is  suspended ;  for  it  would  be  beneath  the 
dignity  of  a  king  to  perform  such  services  as  those  to  which 
copyholders  are  subject.  But  after  the  decease  of  the  king, 
the  next  person  who  becomes  entitled  to  it,  if  a  subject,  shall 
hold  by  copy, 

23.  Where  a  copyholder  married  the  lady  of  the  manor,  it  was  Co.  Cop.  s.  62. 
held  that  this  operated  as  a  suspension  of  the  copyhold,  during  Cio.  Elix.  8. 
the  marriage  only ;  and  was  not  an  extinguishment. 
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CHAP.  I. 
Origin  of  Uses. 


Sect.  1.  OrigiM  qf  Use: 

5.  Derntd  from  ike  Fidei  Com- 
miuom. 


Sect.  11.  Jwi$dUtwn  qf  the  CAmcfll- 
hr$  oter  I7«e«. 
18.  Introdmciion  of  ike  Writ  of 
Subptrna. 


Section  I. 

Having  treated  of  legal  and  customaiy  estates,  we  now  come 
to  discass  the  nature  and  properties  of  what  are  called  Equitable 
Estates. 

The  original  simplicity  of  the  common  law  admitted  of  no  im- 
mediate estate  in  lands,  which  was  not  clothed  with  the  legal 
seisin  and  possession.  But  in  process  of  time  a  right  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  lands,  whereof  another  person  had  the  legal 
seisin  and  possession,  was  introduced ;  and  though  not  recog- 
nised for  a  long  time  by  the  courts  of  common  law,  was,  liotwith- 
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standings  supported  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  became  well 
known  by  the  name  of  a  use. 

2.  The  introduction  of  this  novelty  has  been  attended  with  the 
most  important  consequences ;  for  though  at  first  it  appears  to 
have  been  but  a  trivial  innovation,  yet  in  its  progress  it  has  in 
fact  produced  a  revolution  in  the  system  of  real  property,  and 
has  introduced  a  mode  of  transferring  land  very  different .  from 
that  which  the  old  law  had  originally  established ;  for  the  doc- 
trine of  uses  is  become  the  foundation  of  the  modern  system  of 
conveyancing. 

3.  A  use  was  created  in  the  following  manner ; — the  owner  of 
a  real  estate  conveyed  it  by  feoffment,  with  livery  of  seisin  to 
some  friend,  with  a  secret  agreement  that  the  feoffee  should  be 
seised  of  the  lands  to  the  use  of  the  feoffor,  or  of  a  third  person. 
Thus  the  legal  seisin  was  in  one,  and  the  use  or  right  to  the 
rents  and  profits  was  in  another. 

4.  It  would  be  a  matter  of  considerable  difficulty  to  ascertain 
the  precise  time  when  this  distinction  between  the  legal  seisin 
and  the  right  to  the  rents  and  profits  was  first  introduced.  It  is, 
however,  certain,  that  the  practice  of  conveying  lands  to  one  per- 
son, to  the  use  of  another,  did  not  become  general  till  the  reign 
of  King  Edward  III.  when  the  ecclesiastics  adopted  it,  in  order 

to  evade  the  statutes  of  Mortmain,  by  procuring  conveyances  of  ^J^*  Rea^-^ 

JcjG.  1785.  *2» 

lands  to  be  made,  not  directly  to  themselves  but  to  some  lay  per-  i  Rep.  I2d.  a. 
sons ;  with  a  secret  agreement  that  they  should  hold  the  lands 
for  the  use  of  the  ecclesiastics,  and  permit  them  to  take  the  rents 
and  profits. 
6.  The  idea  of  a  use,  and  the  rules  by  which  it  was  first  regu-  Derived  from 

"^  the  Fidei  Com- 

lated,  are  now  generally  admitted  to  have  been  borrowed  by  the  mUtum, 
ecclesiastics  from  the  Fidei  Commissum  of  the  civil  law,  of  which  Bac.  Read.  19. 
it  will  therefore  be  necessary  to  give  some  account. 

6.  By  the  Roman  law  a  great  number  of  persons  were  inca-  Vinnius.  ad 
pable  of  being  constituted  heirs,  or  even  of  taking  a  legacy  under  xit.  23. 8.1. 
the  testament  of  a  Roman  citizen ;  such  as  exiles,  unmarried 
persons,  those  who  had  no  children,  &c.  In  order  to  evade  this 
law,  it  became  usual  for  testators  to  constitute  some  person. to  be 
their  heir,  who  was  capable  of  taking  the  inheritance ;  and  to 
annex  a  request  to  the  devise,  that  the  pei'son  thus  constituted 
heir  should  give  the  property  to  some  other  person,  who  was  in- 
capable of  taking  directly  under  the  will.     Quibus  enim  non  pole-  ^^^^'}%\'  ^,. 

*  l^ib.  it  1  it.  Zu» 

s.  I. 
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runi  haredUatem  vd  legata  rtUnquere,  d  relimqwdkoUyJidd  commii^ 
tebant  eorum  qui  capere  ex  testamento  poieratU, 

7.  This  WM  called  a  Rdei  CommUsum,  of  which  the  form  is 
Id.  s.  2.           preeened  ia  Jastioian's  Institute. — Cum  igUur  akquis  scripterit, 

Lucius  Tkiui  Harm  esio ;  potest  adfieere,  Rogo  te  £juci  TUiy  ui 
mm primum poteris hmrediiatem  fneammdirey  earn  Caio  Sem  reddms 
rtstkuoi.  And  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  person  thus  constituted 
heir  was  called  H^trts  Fidudamu,  and  the  person  to  whom  the 
testator  directed  the  inheritance  to  be  givea  was  called  Hares 
Fuki-comfnissarius. 

8.  The  /feres  Fidei-cammissanus  had  only  what  the  Roman 
lawyers  called  a  Jus  Preatrisan,  that  is  a  right  in  curtesy,  for 
whioh  the  remedy  was  only  by  intreaty  or  request:  so  thai  the 
hm^Jiducmruts  was  under  no  legal  obligation  of  complying  with 
the  request  of  the  testator. — Sciendum  itaqut  est  omnia  fidei  corns- 
missaprimis  temporibus  if^rmafuisse;  quia  nemo  inmtus  cogtbmtur 
pmstare  id  de  quo  n^atns  erat.  Et  idea  /idei  commissa  appeUata 
sunt,  quia  nuUo  vinculo  juris,  sed  tantum  pudore  eorum  qui  roga- 
iantur,  continebantar. 

9.  Thus  stood  the  Roman  law  respecting  the  Fidei  commissum 
for  some  centuries,  during  which  several  frauds  were  committed 
by  thoee  who,  being  constituted  heirs,  with  a  direction  to  give 
the  inheritance  to  some  other  person,  refused  to  execute  the  trust 
reposed  in  them  by  the  testator,  and  converted  the  pn^rty  to 
their  own  use.  This  induced  the  Emperor  Augustus  to  direct 
the  consuls  to  take  cognisance  of  all  future  cases  of  this  kind. 

JuslIdsu         ^-Postea  Divus  Augustus  Primus,  semel  iterumque  grati&  perso^ 
Lib.  2.  TH.  23.    narum  motus,  vel  quia  per  ipsius  sahttem  rogatus  quis  dicereiur,  out 

ob  ins^nem  quorundam  perfidiam,  jussit  consuUbta  auctoriiatem 
suam  interpcnere.  Quod  quia  justum  videbaiur,  et  popuiare  eraip 
paulatim  conversum  est  in  asMuam  jurisdictionem :  tantusque 
eorum  favor factus  est,  ut  pauktim  etiam  Prator  crearetur,  qui  de 
Fidei  commissisjus  diceret,  quern  Fidei  commissarium  appellabant. 
Jd.s.12.  lO-  '^^^  Emperor  Justinian  completed  this  system,  and  ex- 

tended the  rights  of  the  Hares  Fidei  commissarius  by  a  law  which 
enacted,  that  if  a  testator  should  direct  the  person  whom  he  in- 
stituted his  heir  to  give  either  the  whole,  or  a  part  of  the  inherit 
tance,  to  another,  and  this  circumstance  could  not  be  proved, 
either  by  the  written  will  of  the  testator,  or  the  testimony  of  five 
witnesses,  in  case  the  person  instituted  heir  should  refuse  to 
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comply  with  the  intentions  of  the  testator,  be  was  eompeUaUe 
either  to  take  a  aolemn  oath  that  the  testator  bad  not  created  aay 
Jidei  commissumf  or  else  to  execute  the  trust  reposed  in  hisn. 

1).  Upon  the  first  introduction  of  uie8(«)  into  the  Englidi  Jurisdiction  of 
law,  the  person  to  whom  a  use  was  limited^  who  was  called  the  ^er^^"**"''" 
Cestui  que  ?ae,  was  exactly  in  the  same  situation  with  the  Hara 
Fldei  canmnssarius ;  and  depended  entirely  on  the  good  &itb  of 
the  feoffees  to  uses,  or  the  persons  to  whom  the  lands  wete  ooo- 
veyed.  And  it  is  natural  to  suppose,  tint  wfaik  the  rights  of  the 
cesttd  que  use  were  so  extremely  preciurious,  and  depended  so  en- 
tirely on  the  good  faith  of  the  feoflfee  to  uess,  maay  breaches  of 
trust  were  committed.  Nor  is  it  improbable  but  that  even  the 
ecclesiasties,  who  first  introduced  this  apeciea  of  profnrty,  be- 
came, in  some  instances,  the  dupes  of  those  to  whom  lands  had 
been  conveyed  for  their  use«  This  induced  the  eleriosl  cfaaneek- 
lors  of  those  times  to  consider  the  limitation  of  a  use  as  similar 
to  tijiiei  commissum,  and  bindiug  in  conscience :  they,  therofore 
assumed  the  jurisdiction  which  the  Emperor  Augustus  had  given 
to  the  Romon  consuls,  of  competting  the  execution  of  usee  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery. 

12.  It  however  soon  appeared  that  even  this  assumed  juris* 
diction  was  not  sufficient  to  answer  their  purpose ;  for  ^ribenseer 
a  positive  declaration  of  a  use  could  not  be  proved^  which  must 
frequently  have  happened,  when  uses  were  declared  in  a  seeret 
manner,  by  words  only,  without  writing,  the  Court  of  Cbancsffy 
could  not  compel  the  fec^ees  to  uses  to  execute  them,  there  bmng 
no  legal  proof  that  they  held  the  lands  to  the  use  of  any  oliier 
persons. 

13.  To  remedy  this  inconvenience,  John  Waltham,  Bishop  of  Tnyendonofthe 
Salisbury,  and  Chancellor  to  King  Richard  II.  took  advantage  ^^^^ 

of  the  privilege  given  him  by  the  Statute  of  WestraiDster  2, 
13  Edw.  1.  c.  34.  of  devising  new  writs;  and  invented  a  new 
writ  of  eubpcena,  retumaUe  only  into  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
which  was  used  there  for  the  same  purpose  as  a  citation  in  the 
courts  of  civil  and  canon  law,  to  compel  the  appearance  of  a  de- 
fendant, and  to  oblige  him  to  answer  upon  oath  the  allegations 
of  the  plaintiff,  contrary  to  one  of  the  first  principles  of  the 
common  law,  that  no  man  can  be  compelled  to  charge  himself. 

1 4.  It  is  well  known  how  averse  the  English  nation  always 

(a)  [As  to  the  introduction  of  Uses,  see  2  Bl.  C.  997,  16  ed.} 
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was  horn  any  alteration  of  their  ancient  customs,  and  that  they 
were  particularly  jealous  of  every  maxim  or  rule  taken  from  the 
civilians  or  canonists,  which  was  attempted  to  be  introduced  or 
substituted  in  the  room  of  the  common  law.  Accordingly  we 
find  that  this  innovation  did  not  pass  unnoticed.  For  early  in 
the  next  reign,  namely^  in  2  Hen.  IV.  the  Commons  took  notice 
Rou  Pari.         of  this  writ  of  subvona.  and  presented  a  strong  petition  to  the 

T''    1    TTT     ATI  Jt  '  A  ^    f 

king  against  it,  praying  that  it  might  be  abolished ;  to  which 

Henry,  who  was  not  then  firmly  settled  on  the  throne,  gave  a 

palliating  answer. 

Rot.Ptrl.  Ifi-  Another  petition  was  presented  by  the  Commons  to  King 

Vol.  IV.  84.       Henry  V.,  complaining  of  the  hardships  to  which  all  persons 

were  become  liable,  from  the  introduction  of  this  new  writ  of 
subpcaia ;  observing  that  it  was  a  novelty,  against  the  form  of 
the  common  law,  which  John  Waltham,  late  Bishop  of  Salisbury, 
out  of  his  subtilty  found  out  and  begun,  by  which  persons  were 
compelled  to  answer  upon  oath,  pursuant  to  the  form  of  the  civil 
law,  and  the  law  of  the  holy  church ;  praying  that  those  who 
sued  out  such  a  writ  should  insert  in  it  all  their  allegations. 
And  that  if  any  person  was  aggrieved  by  a  writ  of  this  kind,  in 
any  matter  which  was  determinable  at  common  law,  he  should  be 
paid  the  sum  of  40/.  To  this  the  king  returned  ai^  answer  in  the 
negative ;  by  which  this  writ  of  subpana  became  firmly  esta- 
blished ;  and  was  thenceforth  constantly  used  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  all  persons  to  declare  on  oath  whether  they  held  par- 
ticular lands  to  their  own  use,  or  to  the  use  of  others. 

16.  From  this  account  of  the  progress  of  uses,  it  evidently  ap- 
pears that  the  ecclesiastical  chancellors  adopted  the  principles  of 
the  civil  law  in  the  support  of  them ;  and  that  the  Bishop  of 
Salisbury  derived  the  idea  of  the  writ  of  subpomay  returnable  into 
Chancery,  from  that  law  of  Justinian,  which  has  been  mentioned 
in  the  preceding  part  of  this  chapter. 

17.  Notwithstanding  the  invention  of  the  writ  of  subpana,  it 
appears  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  did  not  immediately  possess 
itself  of  that  absolute  jurisdiction  over  persons  enfeoffed  to  uses. 

Vol.  IV.  151.      which  it  afterwards  exercised.     For  in  the  Rolls  of  Parliament, 

9  Hen.  5.  there  is  a  petition  from  William  Lord  Clynton,  stating, 
that  upon  his  going  on  an  expedition  to  Ireland,  he  had  enfeoffed 
William  de  la  Poole  of  all  his  lands,  for  the  performance  of  his 
will,  which  the  said  Poole  refused  to  perform ;  and  prayed  remedy. 
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When,  upon  full  proof  of  the  surmise  aforesaid,  it  was  enacted, 
Poole  being  present,  that  he  should  re-enfeoff  the  said  lord,  or 
whom  he  would,  and  their  heirs  for  ever,  discharged  of  all  incum- 
brances done  by  the  said  Poole ;  the  which  Poole  did  in  open 
parliament,  in  two  deeds,  there  enrolled. 

18.  The  abuses  arising  from  the  writ  o(  subpctna  were  in  some 
degree  restrained  by.  the  statute  15  Hen.  6.  c.  4.  which,  after 
reciting — ''  That  divers  persons  had  been  greatly  vexed  and 
grieved  by  writs  of  mbpcaia^  purchased  for  matters  determinable 
by  the  common  law  of  the  land,  to  the  great  damage  of  such 
persons  so  vexed,  and  in  subversion  and  impediment  of  the 
common  law :"  It  was  enacted  that  no  writ  of  subpana  should  be 
granted,  until  surety  was  found  to  satisfy  the  party  so  grieved 
and  vexed  for  his  damages  and  expenses,  if  the  matter  could 
not  be  made  good  which  was  contained  in  the  bill. 
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Section  L 


Auaewas  a       LoRD  Bacon,  m  his  lustiy  celebrated  Reading  on  the  Statute 

right  ID  con-  »         .     .       i  ^     i7  t^ 

■aenceoniy.     n  01  Uses,  observes,  that  it  18  the  nature  of  all  human  science 

Read   fi 

and  knowledge  to  proceed  most  safely  by  negative  and  exclusive, 
to  what  is  affirmative  and  inclusive ;  and  then  says,  — ''  An  use 
is  no  right,  title,  or  interest  in  law."  Neither  jus  in  re,  nor  ad 
rem,  that  is,  neither  an  estate  nor  a  demand ;  so  that  it  was 
nothing  for  which  a  remedy  was  given  by  the  course  of  the  com- 
1  Rep.  140.  a.    mon  law,  being  a  species  of  property  totally  unknown  to  it, 

and  for  which  it  was  therefore  impossible  that  it  should  have 
made  any  provision. 

2.  Lord  Bacon  then  proceeds  to  state  affirmatively  what  a  use 
is ;  and  after  giving  the  definition  of  a  use  from  Plowden,  352. 
namely,  that  a  use  is  a  trust  reposed  by  any  person  in  the  terre- 
tenant,  that  he  may  suffer  him  to  take  the  profits,  and  that  he 
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vill  perforin  his  intent,  he  says,  Usas  est  dominium  Jiduciarium, 
Use  is  an  ownership  in  trust,  so  that  usus  et  status,  she  possessio, 
patius  differunt  secundum  rationem  fori,  quam  secundum  naturam 
rei;  for  that  one  of  them  is  in  court  of  law,  the  other  in 
court  of  conscience. 

3.  The  reason  why  the  cestui  que  use  had  no  property  what- 
ever, by  the  common  law,  in  the  lands  given  to  his  use,  was, 
because  where  lands  were  legally  conveyed  to  one  person  to  the 
use  of  another,  the  limitation  of  the  use  was  deemed  absolutely 
void ;  as  it  only  derived  its  effect  from  the  declaration  of  the 
feoffor;  whereas  no  legal  right  to  a  freehold  estate  in  lands 
could  be  transferred,  without  the  ceremony  of  livery  of  seisin. 

4.  Thus  in  a  case  mentioned  in  the  Year  Books,  where  A.  4£dw.  4. 3. 
enfeoffed  B.  to  the  use  of  himself,  the  judges  observe,  that  in 
Chancery  a  man  shall  have  his  remedy  according  to  conscience ; 

but  in  the  Common  Pleas  and  the  King's  Bench  it  was  other- 
wise ;  for  the  feoffee  should  have  the  land,  and  the  feoffor  should 
have  nothing  against  his  own  feoffment,  though  it  was  only 
upon  confidence.  And  it  is  said  in  Plowden  349.  that  by  the 
common  law  cestui  que  use  could  not  enter  upon  the  land :  but 
if  he  had  entered,  the  feoffees  might  have  an  action  of  trespass 
against  him,  and  punish  him ;  for  the  land  as  fully  belonged  to 
the  feoffees,  as  if  there  had  been  no  use  of  it ;  so  that  if  the 
feoffees  bad  ousted  the  cestui  que  tise,  or  had  sued  him  for 
taking  the  profits,  he  would  not  have  any  answer  or  defence  at 
the  common  law,  but  was  driven  to  seek  his  remedy  in  a  court 
of  conscience^ 

6.  Although  the  cestui  que  use  was  generally  in  possession  of  1  Hep.  140.  a. 
the  lands,  yet  he  was  only  considered,  by  the  courts  of  common 
law,  as  tenant  at  sufferance ;  his  title  to  the  land  was  of  so  low 
and  precarious  a  nature,  that  he  could  not  even  justify  the 
seizing  of  cattle  for  trespass.  And  if  he  made  a  lease,  the 
lessee  might  plead  that  he  had  nothing  in  the  land. 

6.  When  the  Court  of  Chancery  first  assumed  a  jurisdiction 
in  cases  of  uses,  it  went  no  farther  than  to  compel  payment  of 
the  rents  and  profits  to  the  cestui  que  use.  In  process  of  time  it 
proceeded  another  step ;  and  established  it  as  a  rule  that  the 
cestui  que  use  had  a  right  to  call  on  the  feoffees  to  uses  for  a 
conveyance  of  the  legal  estate,  to  himself,  or  to  any  other 
person  whom  he  chpse  to  appoint ;  and  also  to  compel  him  to 
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defend  the  title  to  the  land.  Hence  Lord  Bacon  haa  said  that  t 
use  consists  of  three  parts : — **  The  first,  that  the  feoffee  biU 
suffer  the  feoffor  to  take  the  profits;  the  second,  that  the 
feoffee,  upon  the  request  of  the  feoffor,  or  notice  of  his  will, 
will  execute  the  estates  to  the  feoffor,  or  his  heirs,  or  any  other 
by  his  direction ;  the  third,  that  if  the  feoffee  be  disseised,  and 
so  the  feoffor  disturbed,  the  feoffee  will  re-enter,  or  bring  an 
action,  to  re-continne  the  possession.  So  that  those  three,  pe^ 
nancy  of  the  profits,  execution  of  estates,  and  defence  of  the 
land,  are  the  three  points  of  a  trust  or  use." 

7.  As  to  the  legal  estate  in  the  land,  it  was  vested  in  the 
feoffee  to  uses,  who  performed  the  feudal  services,  and  who  was 
in  every  respect  deemed  to  be  the  tenant  of  the  fee ;  for  it  was 
liable  to  all  his  incumbrances;  his  widow  was  dowableof  it;  if 
he  died  leaving  an  infant  heir,  the  lord,  as  guardian  to  the  infant, 
became  entitled  to  hold  the  lands  during  the  infancy ;  and  if  he 
was  attainted  of  treason  or  felony,  they  were  forfeited. 

8.  The  right  in  conscience  and  equity  to  the  rents  and  proGts 
of  land,  which  constituted  a  use,  was  not  issuing  out  of  the  land, 
but  was  collateral  thereto,  and  only  annexed  in  privity  to  a  pa^ 
ticular  estate  in  the  land ;  that  is,  the  use  was  not  so  attached  to 
the  land,  that  when  once  created,  it  must  still  have  existed,  into 
whose  hands  soever  the  lands  passed,  as  in  the  case  of  a  rent,  or 
right  of  common,  but  it  was  created  by  a  confidence  in  the  ori- 
ginal feoffee ;  and  continued  to  be  annexed  to  the  same  estate,  as 
long  as  that  confidence  subsisted,  and  the  estate  of  the  feoffees 
remained  unaltered.  So  that  to  the  execution  of  a  use  two 
things  were  absolutely  necessary;  namely,  confidence  in  the 
person,  and  privity  of  estate. 

9.  Confidence  in  the  person  signified  the  trust  reposed  in  the 
feoffees,  that  arose  from  the  notice  given  them  of  the  use,  and  of 
the  persons  who  were  intended  to  be  benefited  by  the  feoffment; 
which  was  sometimes  expressed,  and  sometimes  implied.  Thns 
if  a  feoffee  to  uses  enfeoffed  another  person  of  the  land,  who  had 
notice  of  the  uses  to  which  such  land  was  liable,  the  new  feoffee 
took  it  under  an  implied  confidence,  and  was  compellable  to  exe- 
cute the  use.  For  it  was  resolved  that  whenever  there  were 
feoffees  to  a  use,  their  heirs  and  feoffees,  and  all  who  came  into 
the  land  under  them,  in  the  per,  without  consideration,  and  with 
notice  of  the  use,  should  be  seised  to  such  use,  and  be  compelled 
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in  chancery  to  execute  it.     But  if  a  feoffee  to  uses  enfeoffed  a  i  Rep.  122  b. 
stranger  of  the  land^  for  valuable  consideration^  and  without  no- 
tice of  the  use^  as,  in  that  case,  there  was  no  confidence  in  the 
person^  either  express  or  implied,  the  use  was  destroyed ;  and 
the  new  feoffee  could  not  be  compelled  to  execute  it 

10*  If  however  a  stranger  purchased  lands  from  a  feoffee  to  1  Rep.  122  b. 
uses,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  with  notice  of  the  uses  to  •  "^s,  . 
which  the  lands  had  been  coDveyed»  he  would  in  that  case  be 
compelled  to  perform  them.  For  although  the  consideration  im- 
plied a  seisin  to  his  own  use,  yet  the  notice  of  the  former  uses 
was  a  circumstance  which,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  would  ren- 
der him  liable  to  the  performance  of  them. 

11.  The  doctrine  of  confidence  in  the  person  was  at  first  ex- 
tremely limited,  as  it  only  extended  to  the  original  feoffee ;  for 

Lord  Bacon  says,  the  judges  in  8  Edw.  4.  were  of  opinion  that  a  Read.  23. 
subpoena  did  not  lie  against  the  heir  of  the  feoffee,  who  was  in  by 
law,  but  that  the  cettui  que  we  was  driven  to  bis  bill  in  parlia- 
ment. It  appears  however  to  have  been  settled  in  the  reign  of 
King  Henry  VI.  that  a  iubpana  would  lie  against  all  those  who  Keilw.  42. 
came  in  in  the  per,  without  paying  a  valuable  consideration, 
and  also  against  all  those  who  had  notice  of  the  former  uses ; 
although  they  did  pay  a  valuable  consideration. 

12.  With  respect  to  privity  of  estate,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  And  privityof 
a  use  was  a  thing  collateral  to  the  land,  and  only  annexed  to  a 
particular  estate  in  the  land,  not  to  the  mere  possession  thereof  4  so 

that  whenever  that  particular  estate  in  the  land  to  which  the  use 
was  originally  annexed  was  destroyed,  the  use  itself  was  de- 
stroyed. Thus  where  a  person  came  into  the  same  estate  whereof 
the  feoffee  to  uses  was  seised,  by  contract  or  agreement  with 
him,  such  person  was  liable  to  the  performance  of  the  uses* 
But  if  he  came  in  of  any  other  estate  than  that  whereof  th^  1  Rep.  139  b. 
feoffee  to  uses  was  seised,  even  with  full  notice  of  the  use ;  yet 
as  the  privity  of  estate  was  thereby  destroyed,  the  lands  were  no 
longer  liable  to  the  uses. 

13.  It  followed  from  these  principles  that  where  a  feoffee  to  idem, 
uses  was  disseised,  the  disseisor  could  not  be  compelled  in  chan- 
cery to  execute  the  use,  because  the  privity  of  estate  was  de- 
stroyed.    For  the  disseisor  came  in  in  the  past,  that  is,  he  did 

not  claim  by  or  from  the  feoffee  to  uses,  but  came  in  of  an  estate 
paramount  to  that  of  such  feoffee.    Whereas  if  a  person  was  dis- 

z2 
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seised  of  lands  which  were  liable  to  a  rent,  right  of  commoD,  or 

1  Rep.  122  b.     other  charge  of  that  kind,  the  lands  would  still  continae  subject 

to  those  charges,  notwithstanding  the  disseisin;  because  thej 
were  annexed  to  the  possession  of  the  land. 

Id.  122  •.  14.  In  the  same  manner  where  a  feoffee  to  uses  died  without 

heirs,  or  committed  a  forfeiture,  or  married ;  neither  the  lord  who 
entered  for  his  escheat  or  forfeiture,  nor  the  hoaband  claiming 
the  lands  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  nor  the  wife  who  was  un- 
signed dower,  were  subject  to  the  uses,  because  they  were  not  in 
in  the  per ;  that  is,  in  privity  of  the  estate  to  which  the  use  waft 
annexed,  but  claimed  an  interest  paramount  to  it 

Who  might  be         15.  With  respect  to  the  persons  who  were  capable  of  being 

^  ""^     feoffees  to  uses,  all  private  persons  whom  the  common  law  enabled 

to  take  lands  by  feoffment,  might  be  seised  to  a  use;  and  were 

compellable  in  Chancery  to  execute  it.    Thus  Lord  Bacon  says, 

Read. 58.  **  A  feme  covert,  and  an  infant,  thoagh  under  the  years  (^discre- 

tion, may  be  seised  to  a  use.  For  as  well  as  land  might  descend 
to  them  from  a  feoffee  to  use,  so  might  they  originally  be  enfeoffed 

Plowd.102.       to  a  use."    But  a  corporate  body  could  not  be  seised  to  a  use; 

because  the  Court  of  Chancery  could  not  issue  any  process 
against  them  for  the  execution  of  it.  And  a  corporation  could 
not  be  intended  to  be  seised  to  any  other's  use. 

?S[^°?i7  '^'  ^^*^®'  ^^^  ^^^Sf  ^^^  *  queen  regnant,  on  account  of  their 

royal  capacity,  could  be  seised  to  any  use  but  their  own ;  that  is, 
they  might  hold  the  lands,  but  were  not  compellable  to  execute 
the  use ;  as  no  process  could  be  awarded  against  them  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery. 

17.  When  King  Richard  III.  was  Duke  of  Gloucester,  he  had 
been  frequently  made  feoffee  to  uses,  so  that  upon  his  accession 
to  the  throne,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  hold  the  lands  so 
conveyed  to  him,  discharged  of  the  uses.    To  obviate  so  notorious 

Sut.  1  Rich.  3.  an  injustice,  an  act  of  parliament  was  immediately  passed,  by 

^  '  which  it  was  enacted  that  where  the  king  had  been  so  enfeoffed 

jointly  with  other  persons,  the  lands  should  vest  in  the  other 
feoffees,  as  if  he  had  never  been  named.  And  that  where  the 
king  stood  solely  enfeoffed  to  uses,  the  estate  should  vest  in  the 
cestui  que  use  in  like  manner  as  he  had  the  use. 

Bac.Read.67.        18.   A  queen  consort  could   not  be  seised  to  a  use;   for 

although  she  was  enabled  to  grant  and  purchase  without  the 
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king,  yet  in  regard  of  the  government  and  interest  which  the 
king  had  in  her  possessions,  she  could  not  be  seised  to  a  use. 

19.  With  respect  to  the  species  of  property  which  might  be  What  miglit  b« 
conveyed  to  uses,  it  was  held  that  nothing  whereof  the  use  was  ^1^    ^ 
inseparable  from  the  possession,  such  as  annuities,  ways,  com- 
mons, &c.  qa^  ipso  usu  consumunturf  could  be  granted  to  a  use. 

But  that  all  corporeal  inheritances,  as  also  incorporeal  heredita- 
ments, which  were  in  esse,  as  rents,  advowsons  in  gross,  local  W.Jones  127» 
liberties,  and  franchises,  might  be  conveyed  to  uses, 

20.  A  use  being  a  species  of  property  totally  unknown  to  the  Rolet  by  which 
common  law,  and  owing  its  existence  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  vmedT'^  ^ 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  rules  by  which  uses  were  governed 

were  derived  from  the  civil  law  ;  and  differed  materially  from 
those  by  which  real  property  was  regulated  in  the  courts  of 
common  law.    Hence  Lord  Bacon  has  observed,  that  uses  stood  Read.  13. 
upon  their  own  reasons,  utterly  differing  from  cases  of  pos- 
session. 

21.  By  the  common  law,  a  feoffment  of  land  was  good  with-  Could  not  be 
out  any  consideration.    But  Lord  Bacon  says  it  was  established  connderatioD. 
in  Chancery,  that  a  use  could  not  be  raised  without  a  sufficient  ^*^'  ^^' 
consideration ;  a  doctrine  evidently  taken  from  the  maxim  of  the 

civil  law,  ex  nudo  pacto  non  oritur  actio*  In  consequence  of 
which  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  not  compel  the  execu- 
tion of  a  use,  unless  it  had  been  raised  for  a  good  or  a  va- 
luable consideration;  as  that  would  be  to  enforce  a  dtmum 
gratuitum^ 

22.  A  nse  not  being  considered  as  an*  estate  in  the  land,  was  Not  an  object  oC 
not  an  object  of  tenure ;  and  was  therefore  exempt  from  all  those 
oppressive  burthens  which  were  introduced  into  England  by  the 
Normans,  as  consequences  of  the  feudal  system.    Thus  if  a 

cestui  que  use  died,  leaving  a  son,  or  a  daughter  within  age,  the  I  lDau76.b. 
lord  had  not  the  wardship  or  marriage  of  the  heir,  or  a  relief  on 
the  death  of  the  ancestor;  nor  could  he  claim  the  lands  as  an 
escheat,  on  the  death  of  the  cestui  que  use  without  heirs. 

23.  After  the  ecclesiastics  had  been  restrained  by  the  stat  15 
Rich.  2.  c.  5.  from  acquiring  the  use  of  lands,  it  might  be  sup- 
posed that  the  practice  of  conveying  lands  to  uses  would  have 
ceased.  But  it  was  soon  found  that  this  was  the  most  effectual 
mode  of  evading  the  baidships  of  the  feudal  tenures. 
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24.  Where  a  cestui  que  use  was  attainted  of  treason  or  fekmy^ 
the  use  was  not  forfeited ,  either  to  the  king,  or  to  the  lord  of  the 
fee  ;  because  a  use  was  not  held  of  any  person.  So  that  during 
the  contests  between  the  bouses  of  York  and  Lancaster,  as  itwai' 
the  constant  practice  to  attaint  the  vanquished,  almost  all  the 
lands  of  the  nobility  were  conveyed  to  uses. 

25.  In  some  general  acts  of  parliament  relating  to  treason,  as 
that  of  21  Rich.  2.  c.  3.  and  in  most  particular  acts  of  attainder 
passed  after  that  time,  there  was  a  special  provision  made,  that 
the  persons  attainted  should  forfeit  all  lands  whereof  they,  or  any 
to  their  use,  were  seised.  And  in  most  of  those  acts  provision 
was  also  made  to  save  from  forfeiture  such  lands  whereof  the 
persons  attainted  were  seised,  to  the  use  of  others. 

26.  A  use  was  not  extendible,  because  there  was  no  process  at 
common  law,  but  against  legal  estates ;  for  uses  were  mere  crea* 
tures  of  equity ;  so  that  many  persons  conveyed  their  lands  to 
uses  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  their  creditors.  And  as  a  use 
was  neither  a  chattel  nor  an  hereditament,  it  was  not  assets  to 
executors,  or  to  the  heir. 

27.  Another  circumstance  attending  a  use  was,  that  the  hus- 
band or  wife  of  a  cestui  que  use  could  neither  acquire  an  estate 
by  the  curtesy  or  in  dower  in  the  use ;  because  the  cestui  que  we 
had  no  legal  seisin  of  the  land.  This  was  a  grievance  much 
complained  of,  particularly  as  to  dower ;  and,  therefore,  it  became 
oustomary,  when  most  estates  in  the  kingdom  were  vested  in 
feoffees  to  uses,  to  settle  some  estate,  before  marriage,  on  the 
husband  and  wife  for  their  lives ;  which,  as  we  have  seen,  gave 
rise  to  the  modem,  jointure. 

28.  Although  a  use  was  but  a  right,  and  could  only  be  consi- 
dered as  a  chose  in  action ;  whioh,  according  to  the  principled  of 
the  common  law,  is  neither  tmnsferrible  nor  assignable,  yet  a  use 
misrht  be  aliened.  And  Lord  Bacon  mentions  two  cases  in  which 
a  right  to  a  use  was  allowed  to  be  transferred ;  for  as  no  action 
at  law  could  arise  from  such  a  transfer,  there  was  no  danger  of 
maintenance. 

29.  A  use  might  be  transferred  by  one  person  to  another, 
by  any  species  of  deed  or  writing.  And,  from  its  nature,  it  was 
impossible  that  it  could  be  the  subject  of  a  feoffment,  with  livery 
of  seisin. 

30.  Lord  Bacon  says  there  is  no  case  at  common  law,  where  a 
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person  can  take  under  a  deed,  unless  he  is  a  party  to  it.    Whereas  Tiu  32.  c.  2, 
a  use  might  be  declared  to  a  person  who  was  not  a  party  to  the 
deed  by  which  the  use  was  raised ;  because  a  conveyance  to  a  use 
was  nothing  but  a  publication  of  a  trust. 

31.  It  frequently  happened  that  cestui  que  we  being  in  pes- 
session,  aliened  the  lands,  and  afterwards  the  feoffees  entered, 
which  gare  rise  to  several  vexatious  suits  in  Chancery.  To  re- 
medy this  inconvenience  the  statute  1  Rich.  3.  c.  1.  gave  the 
ceHui  que  use  in  possession  a  power  of  alienating  the  legal  estate, 
without  the  consent  or  concurrence  of  the  feoffees. 

32.  In  the  alienation  of  uses  none  of  those  technical  words  Widiout  words 
which  the  law  requires  in  the  limitation  of  particular  estates  were     s  ..    ^., .  . 
deemed  necessary.    Thus  a  use  might  be  limited  in  fee  simple  ' 
without  the  word  heirs;  for  if  a  sufficient  consideration  was 

given,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  decree  the  absolute  pro- 
perty of  the  use  to  be  well  vested  in  the  purchaser.  And  as 
a  use  waa  a  thing  which  consisted  merely  in  confidence  and 
privity^  and  was  not  held  by  any  tenure,  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law  were  not  violated. 

33.  If  an  estate  had  been  limited  at  common  law  to  a  man,  Might  com- 
and  to  such  woman  as  he  should  afterwards  marry,  the  man  i^aep/ioi.^a? 
would  have  taken  the  whole,  and  the  limitation  to  the  woman  J^nk.  Cent.8. 

ca.  52. 

would  have  been  void  \  because  a  freehold  could  not  be  created 
to  commence  infuturo :  but  the  limitation  of  a  use  in  this  man- 
ner would  have  been  good.    So  if  a  man  had  made  a  feoffment  id.  135.  a. 
to  the  use  of  one  for  years,  and  after  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs     *      '^'  ' 
of  J.  S.,  this  limitation  had  been  good,  for  the  feoffees  remained 
tenants  of  the  freehold. 

34.  It  was  determined  upon  the  same  principles  that  a  power  Might  be  re- 
of  reyocation  might  be  annexed  to  the  limitation  of  a  use;  by 

which  means  the  grantor  might  at  any  future  time  revoke  the 
uses  he  had  declared,  and  limit  new  uses  to  other  persons ; 
which  the  feoffee  to  uses  was  bound  to  execute. 

36.  A  use  might  be  limited  in  such  a  manner  as  to  change  And  change  by 

from  one  person  to  another^  upon  the  happening  of  some  future  quent. 

event.    Thus  a  use  might  be  limited  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  until  Bro.  Ab.  Feoff. 

_,,,  ,.._,,  ^,  ,  al.  Use,30. 

B.  should  pay  him  401. ;  and  upon  payment  of  that  sum,  the  use 
should  change  and  vest  in  B.  and  his  heirs.  For  though  the 
rules  of  the  common  law  did  not  allow  any  estate  to  be  limited 
after  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  yet  the  Court  of  Chancery  admitted 
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this  species  of  limitation  to  be  good  in  the  case  of  a  use.  Be^ 
cause^  as  Lord  Bacon  observes,  —  ^'  Things  may  be  avoided  and 
determined  by  the  ceremonies  and  acts  like  unto  those  by  which 
they  are  created  and  raised:  that  which  passeth  by  livery; 
ought  to  be  avoided  by  entry  ;  that  which  passeth  by  grant,  by 
claim ;  that  which  passeth  by  way  of  charge,  determineth  by 
way  of  discharge.  And  so  a  use,  which  is  raised  but  by  declar- 
ation or  limitation,  may  cease  by  words  of  declaration  or  limita- 
tion ;  as  the  civil  law  saith,  in  his  ma^  consentaneum  est  ut  Otdem 
modis  res  dissolvantur  quibus  constituantur.'* 

36.  Uses  were  devisable,  though  at  that  time  lands  were  not 
And  Lord  Bacon  observes,  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  so  much 
land  was  conveyed  to  uses  was,  because  persons  acquired,  by 
that  means,  a  power^of  disposing  of  their  real  property  by  will, 
which  enabled  them  to  make  a  much  better  provision  for  their 
families  than  they  could  otherwise  have  done. 

37.  One  of  the  first  cases  in  the  Year  Books  respecting  uses, 
was  this :  A  woman  who  had  made  a  feoffment  to  uses  after- 
wards married,  and  by  her  will  directed  that  her  feoffees  shoald 
convey  the  legal  estate  to  her  husband.  It  was  adjudged  that 
the  will  was  void  at  law,  being  made  by  a  feme  covert ;  and, 
therefore,  should  also  be  void  in  chancery. 

38.  Uses  were  descendible  in  the  same  manner  as  legal  es- 
tates. And  this  was  the  only  instance  in  which  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  in  cases  of  uses,  followed  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 
For  the  doctrine  of  the  half-blood  was  allowed  to  take  place  in 
the  descent  of  uses.  And  even  local  customs  were  left  unviolated 
in  this  instance.  So  that  where  a  cestui  que  use  of  lands  held  id 
gavelkind  or  borough  English  died,  leaving  several  sons,  the  use 
descended  either  to  all  of  them,  or  to  the  youngest,  according  to 
the  custom. 

39.  It  was  held  upon  the  same  principle  that  if  lands  de* 
scended  on  the  part  of  the  mother,  and  the  person  in  possession 
made  a  feoffment  to  uses,  the  use  should  descend  to  the  heirs  on 
the  part  of  the  mother,1because  the  legal  estate  would  have  gone 
to  them. 

40.  Thus  stood  the  doctrine  of  uses,  as  regulated  and  settled 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  in  this  state  it  was,  iu  some  in-* 
stances,  applied  to  very  useful  purposes,  by  removing  the  re- 
straints on  alienation,  and  enabling  the  proprietors  of  real  pro* 
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perty  to  exercise  several  powers  over  it,  which  were  not  allowed 
by  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  But  uses  became  so  general, 
and  were  applied  to  such  bad  purposes,  that  at  length  they  were 
productive  of  very  great  grievances.  Feoffments  to  uses  were 
usually  made  in  a  secret  manner,  so  that  where  a  person  had 
cause  to  sue  for  land,  he  could  not  find  out  the  legal  tenant, 
against  whom  he  was  to  bring  his  pradpe.  Husbands  were  de- 
prived of  their  estates  by  the  curtesy,  and  widows  of  their  dower; 
creditors  were  defrauded  ;  the  king,  and  the  other  feudal  lords, 
lost  the  profits  of  their  tenures,  their  wardships,  marriages,  and 
reliefs,  and  an  universal  obscurity  and  confusion  of  titles  pre* 
vailed,  by  which  means  purchases  for  valuable  consideration 
were  frequently  defeated. 

41.  Asa  remedy  for  these  inconveniences,  several  statutes  sututemuide 
were  made  to  subject  uses  to  the  same  rules  as  legal  estates.    By     '""'  ^ 
the  Stat.  50  Edw*  3.  it  was  enacted  that  where  persons  conveyed 

their  tenements  to  their  friends  by  collusion,  to  have  the  profits 
at  their  will,  their  creditors  should  have  execution  of  such  tene- 
ments, as  if  no  such  gifts  had  been  made.  By  the  stat  1  Rich.  2« 
c.  9.  a  feoffment  of  lands  for  maintenance  was  declared  to  be  void, 
and  an  assise  maintainable  against  the  pernor  of  the  profits  of 
lands.  And  by  2  Rich.  2.  st.  2.  c.  3.  fraudulent  deeds  made  by 
debtors  to  avoid  their  creditors  are  declared  void^ 

42.  By  the  stat.  1  Hen.  7.  c.  4.  reciting  that  divers  of  the 
king's  subjects  having  cause  of  action  by  formedon,  8cc.  were 
defrauded  and  delayed  of  their  said  actions,  and  oftentimes 
without  remedy,  because  of  feoffments  made  of  the  same  lands 
and  tenements  to  persons  unknown,  8cc.  It  was  enacted  that 
the  demandant,  in  every  such  case,  should  have  his  action 
against  the  pernor  or  pernors  of  the  profits  of  the  lands  and  tene* 
ments  demanded,  whereof  any  person  or  persons  had  been  en- 
feoffed to  his  or  their  use. 

43.  By  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  c.  17.  it  was  enacted,  that  if  any 
person  or  persons  should  be  seised  of  any  estate  of  inheritance, 
being  tenant  immediate  to  the  lords  of  any  castles,  &c.  holden 
by  knight-service,  to  the  use  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  and 
of  his  heirs  only,  and  he  to  whose  use  he  or  they  were  so  seised 
dieth,  his  heir  being  within  age,  no  will  by  him  declared,  nor 
made  in  his  life  touching  the  premises,  the  lord  of  whom  such 
castles,  8cc.  were  holden  immediately,  should  have  a  writ  of  right 
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of  ward|  as  well  for  the  body  as  for  the  land»  as  the  lord  should 
have  had  if  the  same  ancestor  had  been  in  possession  of  the 
estate,  so  being  in  use  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  no  snch 
estate  to  his  nse  made :  and  that  if  any  such  heir  was  of  full  age 
at  the  death  of  his  ancestor,  to  pay  relief  as  his  ancestor,  whose 
heir  he  was,  wonld  have  paid  if  he  had  been  in  possessioD  of 
that  estate,  so  being  in  use  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  no  such 
estate  to  his  use  made  or  had. 

44.  By  the  statute  19  Hen.  7.  c.  16.  it  was  enacted,  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  every  sheriff,  or  other  officer  to  whom  any 
writ  or  precept  should  be  directed,  at  the  suit  of  any  person  or 
persons,  to  have  ezecation  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  other  he- 
reditaments, against  any  person  cht  persons,  upon  any  oondemn*- 
tion,  statute  merchant,  &c.,  to  make  and  deliver  execution  uoto 
the  party  in  that  behalf  suing,  of  all  such  lands  and  tenements 
as  any  other  person  or  persons  were  in  any  manner  seised,  to  the 
only  use  of  him  against  whom  execution  was  so  sued. 
Disiinction  be-       46i.  [Before  the  statute  of  the  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  it  seems  a  dis- 
tniits  before  the  tinction  was  established  between  uses,  the  natare  and  properties 
c!*i6.^^  ^*°'  ^'  ^  which  have  been  considered  in  the  preceding  chapters  of  the 

present  title,  and  trusts.  Sir  Francis  Bacon  says,  where  the 
trust  is  not  special  nor  transitory,  but  general  and  permanent, 
there  it  is  a  **  use/'  Thus  where  feoffor  enfeoffs  feoffee  in  fee 
upon  a  trust  or  confidence,  that  he  would  permit  the  feoffor  and 
his  heirs  to  take  the  rents  and  profits,  or  to  make  such  convey- 
ances of  the  legal  estate  as  he  or  they  should  direct  But 
where  the  trust  was  special  or  transitory,  it  was  not  in  strictness 
a  nse,  but  a  trust.  Thus  where  the  feoffor  enfeoffs  the  feoffee  in 
Bac.  Uses,  8.     |ee,  to  the  intent  to  re-enfeoff  him,  or  to  be  vouched,  or  to  sufier 

a  recovery :  this  Bacon  denominates  the  special  trust  lawful.]  («) 

(a)  [For  a  more  detailed  considendon  of  the  above  distinction  and  its  conse- 
qnenoet,  see  Sanders'  Uses,  yoI.  i.  chap.  i.  s.2.] 
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Section  I. 

Notwithstanding  the  variety  of  statutes  by  which  it  was  en-  statement  of 

deavoured  to  render  uses  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  oommon  law,  ^  ^^^* 

means  were  found  of  evading  them,  particularly  as  to  the  feudal 

profitis  upon  marriages,  wardships,  and  reliefs ;  for  in  the  stat. 

4  Hen.  7.  for  enabling  lords  to  have  the  wardship  of  persons  iinte,  c.2.8.43. 

entitled  to  a  use  only,  an  exception  was  inserted,  that  it  should 

not  take  place  where  the  ancestor  had  made  a  wilU  of  which 

many  persons  took  advantage,  to  the  great  detriment  of  the 

king,  and  the  great  nobility. 

2.  It  is  mentioned  in  Burnet's  History  of  the  ReformatioQ,  Vol.  i.iiG. 
and  also  by  Mr.  Justice  Harper,  that  King  Henry  VIII.  in  the 
23d  year  of  his  reign,  caused  a  bill  to  be  brought  into  parliament 
to  remedy  the  abuses  that  arose  from  the  universal  practtoe  which 
then  prevailed,  of  making  feoffments  to  uses,  which  was  rejected 
by  the  Commons.  But  four  years  after  parliament  passed  the 
Stat.  27  H.  8.  c.  10.  intituled,  ''  An  Act  concerning'  Uses  and 
Wills,"  usually  called.  The  Statute  of  Uses :  reciting  that  by 
the  common  law,  lands  were  not  devisable  by  will,  nor  ought  to 
be  transferred  but  by  livery  of  seisin ;  yet,  nevertheless,  div9l8 
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and  sandry  imaginations,  sabtle  inventions  and  practices^  had 
been  nsed,  whereby  the  hereditaments  of  the  realm  had  been 
conveyed  by  fraudulent  feoffments,  fines,  recoveries,  and  other 
assurances ;  and  also  by  wiUs  and  testaments ;  by  reason  whereof 
heirs  had  been  unjustly  disinherited ;  the  lords  had  lost  their 
wards,  marriages,  reliefs,  heriots,  escheats,  aids,  8cc. ;  married 
men  bad  lost  their  tenancies  by  the  curtesy;  widows  their 
dower ;  and  manifest  perjuries  were  committed. 

3.  It  is,  therefore,  enacted  (s.  1.),  "  That  where  any  persoo 
or  persons  stand  or  be  seised,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  shall 
happen  to  be  seised,  of  and  in  any  honours,  castles,  manors, 
lands,  tenements,  rents,  services,  reversions,  remainders,  or  other 
hereditaments,  to  the  use,  confidence,  or  trust  of  any  other  per- 
son or  persons,  or  of  any  pody  politic,  by  reason  of  any  bargain,, 
sale,  feoffment,  fine,  recovery,  covenant,  contract,  agreement, 
will,  or  otherwise,  by  any  manner  or  means,  whatever  it  be;  that 
in  every  such  case  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons,  and 
bodies  politic,  that  have  or  hereafter  shall  have  any  such  use, 
confidence,  or  trust,  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail,  for  term  of  life  or  for 
years,  or  otherwise,  or  any  use,  confidence,  or  trust,  in  remainder 
or  reversion,  shall  from  henceforth  stand  and  be  seised,  deemed 
and  adjudged,  in  lawful  seisin,  estate,  and  possession  of  and  in 
the  same  honors,  castles,  8ic.  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and 
purposes  in  the  law,  of  and  in  such  like  estates  as  they  had  or 
shall  have  in  use,  trust,  or  confidence  of  or  in  the  same ;  and 
that  the  estate,  title,  right,  and  possession  that  was  in  such  per- 
son or  persons,  that  were  or  hereafter  shall  be  seised  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  to  the  use,  confidence,  or  trust  of 
any  such  person  or  persons,  or  of  any  body  politic,  be  from  hence- 
forth clearly  deemed  and  adjudged  to  be  in  him  or  them  that 
have  or  hereafter  shall  have  such  use,  confidence  or  trust,  aft^r 
such  quality,  manner,  form,  and  condition,  as  they  had  before, 
in  or  to  the  use,  confidence,  or  trust  that  was  in  them. 
^  2.  **  That  where  divers  and  many  persons  be  or  hereafter  shall 

happen  to  be  jointly  seised  of  and  in  any  lands,  tenements,  rents, 
reversions,  remainders,  or  other  hereditaments,  to  the  use,  confi- 
dence, or  trust  of  any  of  them  that  be  so  jointly  seised ;  that  ia 
every  such  case,  those  person  or  persons  which  have  or  hereafter 
shall  have  any  such  use,  confidence  or  trust  in  any  such  lands, 
&c.  shall  from  henceforth  have,  and  be  deemed  and  adjudged  to 
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have,  only  to  him  or  them  that  have  or  hereafter  shall  have  any 
such  use,  confidence^  or  trusty  such  estate,  possession,  and  seisin 
of  and  in  the  same  lands,  8cc.  in  like  nature,  manner,  form, 
condition,  and  course,  as  he  or  they  had  before  in  the  U8e» 
confidence,  or  trust  of  the  same  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments." 

4.  It  is  evident  from  the  words  of  this  statute,  that  the  inten* 
tion  of  the  Legislature  was  entirely  to  abolish  uses,  by  destroying 
the  estate  of  the  feoffees  to  uses,  and  transferring  it  from  them 
to  the  cestui  que  use,  by  which  means  the  use  should  be  changed  2  Leoiu  17. 
into  a  legal  estate ;  and  the  statute  has  so  far  answered  the  in- 
tention of  the  makers  of  it»  that  no  use,  upon  which  the  statute 
operates,  can  exist  in  its  former  state  for  more  than  an  instant ; 
as  the  legal  seisin  and  possession  of  the  land  must  become  united 
to  it,  immediately  upon  its  creation,  so  that  where  this  statute 
operated,  lands  conveyed  to  uses  could  never,  in  future,  become 
liable  to  the  charges  or  incumbrances  of  the  feoffees :  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  would  be  always  subject  to  the  charges  and  incum- 
brances of  the  cestui  que  use,  and  to  all  the  rules  of  the  common 
law.  Thus  they  ceased  to  be  devisable;  and  by  that  means  the 
great  object  of  King  Henry  VIIL  was  attained,  which  was  to 
preserve  his  right  to  wardship,  and  other  feudal  profits,  out  of 
the  lands  of  the  nobility. 

6.  There  are  three  circumstances  necessary  to  the  execution  of  Ciitamstancet 
a  use  under  this  statute.     1.  A  person  seised  to  the  use  of  some  ^^uon. 
other  person.    2.  A  cestui  que  use  in  esse.    And,  3.  A  use  m  esse, 
in  possession,  remainder,  or  reversion. 

6.  With  respect  to  the  first  of  these  circumstances,  the  words  I.  A  penon 

•eiieatoa 


of  the  statute  expressly  require  it;  for  these  are,  '^  Where  any 
person  or  persons  stand  or  be  seised,  or  at  any  time  hereafter 
shall  happen  to  be  seised,  of  and  in  any  honours,  8cc.  to  the  use, 
confidence,  or  trust  of  any  other  person  or  persons."  It  will, 
therefore,  be  necessary  in  this  place  to  enquire — first,  what  per- 
sons are  capable  of  being  seised  to  uses  ;  and,  secondly,  of  what 
estate  or  interest  they  can  be  so  seised. 

7.  All  those  who  were  capable  of  being  seised  to  uses  before  Whatpenons 
the  statute  may  still  be  seised  to  a  use.     On  the  other  side,  all  JJ'i^'* 
those  who  uere  incapable  of  being  seised  to  uses  before  the  sta- 
tute still  labour  under  the  same  incapacity. 

8.  It  has  been  stated  that  neither  the  king  nor  the  queen 
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could,  before  the  statute^  have  been  seised  to  a  use,  or,  rather, 
were  not  compellable  to  execute  the  use.  This  law  continued 
after  the  statute  ;  and  a  singular  case  arose  in  35  Eliz.  respect- 
ing the  prerogative  of  the  crown  to  hold  lands  discharged  of 
all  uses. 
Pimb's  caie,  9.  A.  committed  high  treason  in  18  Eliz.,  for  which  he  was 

I'latu^a,      attainted  in  26  Eliz.    Between  the  treason  and  the  attainder  a 
^'  7-  fine  was  levied  to  him  by  B.  of  certain  lands,  to  the  use  of  B. 

and  his  wife  (who  was  sister  to  A.)  and  of  the  heirs  of  the  said 
B.  Afterwards  B.  bargained  and  sold  the  lands  to  J.  S.  for 
money.  Upon  discovery  of  the  treason  and  the  attainder  of  A. 
the  purchaser  was  advised  by  Plowden,  Popham,  and  many 
others,  that  the  land  was  in  the  queen ;  because  the  queen  was 
entitled  to  all  the  lands  that  traitors  had,  at  the  time  of  the  trea- 
son, or  after ;  so  the  use  which  was  declared  to  B.  and  his  wife 
upon  the  fine  was  void,  by  the  relation  of  the  right  of  the  queen 
under  the  attainder ;  and  the  queen  must  hold  the  land,  dis^ 
charged  of  the  use ;  because  she  could  not  be  seised  to  a  use.  It 
is  but  justice  to  mention,  that  the  case  being  represented  to  Queen 
Ehzabeth,  she  granted  the  land  to  the  cestui  que  use. 
Bac.  Read.  10.  By  the  words  of  the  statute,  which  are,  '^  any  person  or 

persons/'  aliens  and  corporations  are  excluded  from  being  seised 

to  a  use.     It  was,  therefore,  determined  in  a  case  reported  by 

King  9.  Boys,     Dyer,  that  where  an  alien  and  a  natural  bom  subject  were  en- 

Dyer,  2S3.       feoffed  to  uscs,  the  moiety  of  the  alien  should,  upon  office  found, 

become  vested  in  the  crown. 
Of  wbatesutes.      11.  With  respect  to  the  estate  or  interest  of  which  a  person 

may  be  seised  to  a  use,  the  words  of  the  statute  are — **  Where 
any  person  or  persons  stand  or  be  seised,  or  at  any  time  here- 
after shall  happen  to  be  seised."  Now,  the  word  seised  extends 
to  every  species  of  freehold  estates;  although  it  appears  to  have 
been  the  general  opinion,  before  and  immediately  after  the  pass- 
ing of  this  statute,  that  all  feoffees  to  uses  must  have  been  seised 
in  fee  simple. 
Estates  Tail.  '2.  It  was,  therefore,  much  doubted  whether  a  tenant  in  tail 

Ceot.  5.  Ca.  1.  oould  be  seised  to  a  use.  Jenkins  states  it  as  a  point  deter- 
mined by  all  the  Judges,  that  a  tenant  in  tail  could  not  be  seised 
to  a  use,  either  expressed  or  implied.  1.  Because  the  tenure 
creates  a  consideration.  2.  Because  the  statute  De  Donis  has 
so  appropriated  and  fixed  the  estate  tail  to  the  donee,  and  the 
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heirs  of  his  body,  that  neither  he  nor  they  can  execute  the  use. 

Hence  Lord  Coke  has  said,  that  if  an  estate  was  made  to  a  man  i  Imt.  19.  b. 

and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  either  to  the  use  of  another  and  his 

heirs,  or  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs,  this  limitation  of  use  was 

utterly  void. 

13.  The  case  upon  which  Lord  Coke  and  Jenkins  have 
founded  their  opinion,  is  that  of  Cooper  v.  Franklin,  which  arose 
in  12  Jac.  1.,  and  is  thus  reported  by  Croke: — John  Walter  Cro.Ja.400. 
being  seised  in  fee,  made  a  feoffment  in  fee  to  Thomas  Walter* 
habendum  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  to  the  use  of  him 
and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  The  question  was,  whether 
Thomas  Walter  had  an  estate  in  fee  tail  only,  or  in  fee  simple 
determinable  upon  the  estate  tail.  This  depended  upon  two 
points: — Ist,  Whether  a  use  might  be  limited  upon  an  estate 
tail  before  or  after  the  statute  of  uses.  2dly,  Whether  this 
limitation  of  uses  to  Thomas  Walter  and  his  heirs  should  not  be 
intended  the  same  uses,  being  to  the  feoffee  himself,  and  to  the 
same  heirs,  as  it  was  in  the  habendum. 

Croke  reports  the  case  to  have  been  adjourned :  but  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  argument  inclined  that  he  was 
tenant  in  tail ;  and  that  the  limitation  of  the  use  out  of  the  estate 
tail  was  void,  as  well  after  the  Statute  of  Uses  as  before ;  for  the 
statute  never  intended  to  execute  any  use  but  that  which  might 
be  lawfully  compelled  to  be  executed  before  the  statute :  but  this 
could  not  be  of  an  estate  tail,  for  the  Chancery  could  not  com- 
pel a  tenant  in  tail,  before  the  statute,  to  execute  the  estate ;  so 
the  statute  did  not  execute  it  then. 

Bulstrode  reports  a  second  argument  upon  this  case,  together  3  BuUu  184, 
with  the  judgment  of  the  Court ;  which  was,  that  Thomas  Wal- 
ter took  an  estate  tail,  because  a  tenant  in  tail  could  not  be  seised 
to  a  use. 

Godbolt  reports  the  case  to  have  arisen  upon  a  limitation  to  jd.  269. 
one  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  habendum  to  the  donee,  to  the  use 
of  him,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  for  ever ;  and  that  two  points 
were  resolved,  1st,  That  the  limitation  in  the  habendum  did  not 
increase  or  alter  the  estate  given  in  the  premises  of  the  deed, 
2dly,That  a  tenant  in  tail  might  stand  seised  to  a  use  expressed, 
but  such  use  could  not  be  averred. 

The  same  case  is  also  reported  by  Moor  by  the  name  of  Car-  jd,  848. 
rier  v.  Franklin,  where  the  court  appeai;B  to  have  considered  it  as 
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a  question  of  construction ;  and  held  that  the  feoffee  only  took 
an  estate  tail,  because  the  use  to  him  and  his  heirs,  immediatelj 
succeeding  the  kabendumy  must  be  construed  to  mean  the  same 
kind  of  heirs  to  whom  the  estate  had  been  already  limited, 
namely,  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  feoffee. 

14.  If  this  case  be  considered  as  an  authority,  it  will  only 
prove  that  a  tenant  in  tail  cannot  be  seised  to  a  use  in  fee.  (a) 
But  that  a  tenant  in  tail  may  be  seised  to  a  use,  co-eztensiTe 
with  his  estate,  is  a  doctrine  which  it  would  now  be  extremely 
dangerous  to  controvert.  And  Lord  Bacon  expressly  says,  that 
Read.  57.         a  tenant  in  tail  may  be  seised  to  a  use.    ''  If  I  give  land  in  tail 

by  deed,  since  the  statute,  to  A.  to  the  use  of  B.  and  his  heirs ; 
B.  hath  a  fee  simple  determinable  upon  the  death  of  A.  without 
issue ;  and  like  law,  though  doubtful,  before  the  statute  was ; 
for  the  chief  reason  that  bred  the  doubt  before  the  statute  was, 
because  tenant  in  tail  could  not  execute  an  estate  without  wrong; 
but  that,  since  the  statute,  is  quite  taken  away ;  because  the 
statute  saveth  no  right  of  entail,  as  the  statute  of  1  Richard  IIL 
did.'' 

loiUp.95.  15,  In  Seymour's  case,  10  Jac*  1.  where  a  tenant  in  tail  bac^ 

Plowd.  567.  .,,,.*.  .,  .    ^      . 

Tit.  32.  c  9.  gained  and  sold  his  estate  tail  to  a  stranger  in  fee,  it  was  unani- 
mously resolved  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  that  the  bargainee  took 
an  estate  to  him  and  his  heirs,  determinable  upon  the  death  of 
the  tenant  in  tail. 

16.  It  may,  therefore,  be  now  laid  down  as  an  undoubted  prin- 
ciple of  law,  that  a  tenant  in  tail  may  be  seised  to  a  use,  even  in 
fee ;  and  that  such  use  will  be  good  against  the  tenant  in  tail 
himself;  for  as  tenants  in  tail  have,  ever  since  the  time  of  Lord 
Coke,  been  in  the  practice  of  transferring  their  estates  to  the 
persons  who  were  to  be  tenants  to  the  pracipe  in  common  reco- 
veries, in  fee  simple,  by  conveyances  derived  from  the  Statute  of 
Uses,  if  it  were  established  that  a  tenant  in  tail  cannot  be 
seised  to  a  use,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  almost  all  the 
common  recoveries  which  have  been  suffered  for  the  two  last  cen- 
turies would  be  void  for  want  of  a  good  tenant  to  the  precipe. 

(a)  [The  case  of  Cooper  v.  FranUin  was  aimply  one  of  comtnictioa,  it  is  no 
authority  that  a  teDant  in  tail  cannot  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  another ;  for  there,  the 
seisin  and  the  ose  were  limited  to  the  same  person  (Thomas  Walter),  so  that  do 
use  could  arise  under  the  statute,  which  requires  that  one  or  more  persons  should  be 
seised  to  the  use  of  some  aher  penoo  or  penons,  &c.} 
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17.  A  tenant  for  life  may  also  be  seised  to  a  use  :  but  sucb  use  Estates  for  life* 
will  determine^  together  with  the  legal  estate^  which  is  transferred 

to  it  by  the  statute  upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  for  a 
cestui  que  use  cannot  have  an  estate  in  the  use  of  greater  extent 
than  the  seisin  out  of  which  it  is  raised. 

18.  In  2  &  3  Eliz.  this  case  was  moved  : — Lands  were  given  Dyer,  186.  a. 
to  two  persons  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  crawiey's  case, 
to  the  use  of  A.  B.  for  his  life.    The  two  donees  to  uses  died ;  ^  ^^'  ^^^' 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  estate  to  A.  B.  was  deter- 
mined.   The  Court  thought  it  was  determined :  because  the  es- 
tate on  which  the  use  was  created  and  raised  was  gone. 

19.  It  follows  from  this  case,  which  is  cited  and  admitted  to  be 
good  law  in  Bulstrode's  report  of  the  case  of  Cowper  v.  Frankly  n, 

and  also  in  a  case  reported  by  Croke ;  that  all  persons  having  a  Cro.  Car.  23U 
legal  estate  of  freehold  may  be  seised  to  a  use.    If  the  use  is 
greater  than  the  estate  out  of  which  it  is  limited,  it  will  cease  Norton  v. 
upon  the  determination  of  that  estate,  but  will  be  good  in  the  ix±Js23. 
mean  time. 

20.  With  respect  to  the  different  kinds  of  property  whereof  a  What  may  bo 
person  may  be  seised  to  the  use  of  another ;  the  words  of  the  uses. 
statute  are, — *^  Honors,  castles,  manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents, 
services,  reversions,  remainders,  or  other  hereditaments,"  which 
comprehends  every  species  of  real  property,  in  possession,  re^ 
mainder,  or  reversion.  Therefore  not  only  corporeal  heredita- 
ments, but  also  incorporeal  ones,  such  as  advowsons,  tithes, 

rents,  8cc.  are  within  this  statute.    Nothing,  however  can  be 

conveyed  to  uses  but  that  of  which  a  person  is  seised  or  to  which  Cro.  Eliz.  40i. 

he  is  entitled  to  at  the  time ;  for  in  law  every  disposal  supposes  217.  ^^' 

a  precedent  property.     No  person  can,  therefore,  convey  a  use  in 

land,  of  which  he  is  not  seised  in  possession,  or  to  which  he  is 

not  entitled  in  remainder  or  reversion,  when  the  conveyance  is 

made. 

21.  Lord  Bacon  says  the  word  hereditament  in  the  statute  of  Read.  43. 
uses  is  to  be  understood  of  those  things  whereof  an  inheritance 

is  in  esse ;  yet  that  a  grant  of  a  rent  charge  de  novo,  for  life,  to  a 
use  was  good  enough;  although  there  were  no  inheritance  in 
being  of  the  rent  It  should  however  be  observed  that  in  this 
case  there  is  a  seisin  of  the  land  out  of  which  the  rent  is 
granted. 

VOL.    I.  A  A 
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Co.  Cop.  t.  64.       22.  Copyhold  estates  are  not  however  comprised  in  the  statvte 

Gilb.  Ten.  182.      i%  •  •  <•  •         i         *  i 

Cowp.  R.  709.  ot  uses ;  because  a  transmutation  of  possession,  by  the  sole  ope- 
ration of  the  statute,  without  the  concurrence  or  permission  of 
the  lord,  would  be  an  infringement  of  his  rights,  and  tend  to  his 
prejudice. 

11.  A  cestui  que      23,  The  secoud  circumstance  necessary  to  the  execution  of  a 

M€  tn  esse.  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

use  by  this  statute  is,  that  there  must  be  a  cestvi  que  toe  in  ejie. 
If  therefore  a  use  be  limited  to  a  person  not  in  esse,  or  to  a  peraoo 
uncertain,  the  statute  can  have  no  operation.  But  by  the  words 
of  the  statute  a  cestui  que  urn  may  be  entitled  to  an  estate  in  fee 
simple,  or  fee  tail,  term  for  life,  or  years  or  otherwise,  or  in  re- 
mainder or  reversion. 

24.  With  respect  to  those  who  may  be  ee^luis  que  use,  all  per- 
sons who  are  capable  of  taking  lands  by  any  common  law  con- 
veyance may  also  have  a  use  limited  to  them.    By  the  words  of 
the  statute,  corporations  may  be  eestuis  que  use.     And  Lord 
Read.  60.  Bacon  says  the  king  may  have  a  use  limited  to  him :  but  it  be- 

hoveth  both  the  declaration  of  the  use,  and  the  conveyance  it- 
self, to  be  by  matter  of  record  ;  because  the  king's  title  is  com- 
pounded of  both. 
1  Inst.  112  a.         25.  Although  a  roan  cannot,  by  any  conveyance  at  comnKn 

law,  limit  an  estate  to  his  wife,  yet  he  might  have  made  a  feoff- 
ment to  her  use,  or  a  covenant  with  another  to  stand  seised  to 
her  use.  And  a  use  now  raised  by  a  man  to  his  wife  will  be  ex- 
ecuted by  the  statute. 
Id  what  cases  2fi.  The  cestui  que  use  must  in  general  be  a  different  person 
operateal!^^         from  him  who  is  seised  to  a  use ;  for  the  words  of  the  statute  aire, 

— '^  Where  any  person  or  persons  stand  or  be  seised,  &c  to  the 

use,  conBdence,  or  trust,  of  any  other  persoor  or  perBoos,  Sec" 

Read.  63.  And  Lord  Bacon  says, — '^  The  whole  scope  of  the  statute  was  to 

remit  the  common  law,  and  never  to  intermeddle  where  the  coub- 
mon  law  executed  an  estate.  Therefore  the  common  law  ought 
to  be  expounded,  that  where  the  party  aeised  to  the  use>  and  the 
cestui  que  use,  is  one  person,  he  never  taketb  by  the  statute,  ex- 
cept there  be  a  direct  impossibility  or  impertinency  for  the  use  t(^ 
take  effect  by  the  common  law." 
Jenkins  t .  27.  Tbus,  where  tands  were  given  to  a  man  and  his  wife, 

Cra!'car  230     ^^(ihendum  to  the  said  husband  and  wife,  to  the  use  of  them  and 
D}eri86a.  n.    the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to 

the  use  of  A.  B. ;  the  question  was,  whether  the  husband  and 
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wife  bad  fin  estfite  taii^  or  only  an  estate  for  their  livtis.     It  was 
adjudged  that  they  took  an  estate  tail. 

Upon  a  writ  of*  €?tror  in  the  King's  Bench,  it  was  argued  that 
the  estate  out  df  which  the  use  ai'ose  was  btit  fot  thei^  Uves,  con- 
sequently the  Use  could  liOt  b^  litbited  for  a  krger  estate.  But 
Croke,  Jones,  and  Whitlock,  were  of  opiriton,  that  thefe  was  a 
difference  where  an  estate  was  limited  to  one»  and  the  use  to 
another ;  there  the  use  could  fiot  be  vdare  thah  thef  estate  out  of 
which  it  was  derired.  That  it  was  otherwise  where  the  lirnita- 
tiofi  Was  to  two  persons,  habendum  to  them,  to  the  use  of  thetn 
and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies :  this  was  tia  limitation  of  the  use, 
nof  was  the  use  to  be  executed  by  the  stattrte,  but  they  took  by 
the  common  law. 

28.  The  same  point  arose  in  the  subsequent  term,  in  a  writ  of  Meredith  v. 
error  fftva  a  judgment  given  in  Wales.    The  court  held  the  limi-  cio.Car.  244. 
tation  in  the  habendum,  to  the  Use  of  the  grantees  and  the  heirs 

of  their  bodies,  to  be  as  a  lirnitatioti  of  the  land  itself,  being  ail  to 

one  person  ;  as  if  it  had  been  said,  habendum  to  them  and  to  the 

heirs  of  theit  bodies ;  and  not  like  the  case  in  Dyer,  186.     For  Ante,  %.  27, 

trtte  rt  was,  ^hen  the  estatef  was  limited  to  one  or  two,  to  th^  use 

of  others  and  their  heirs,  the  fifst  estate  was  not  enlarged  by  this 

implication,  and  the  use  could  not  pass  a  greater  estate.     But 

hete,  when  the  grant  and  habendum  cohreyed  the  estate,  and  the 

Ihnitation  of  the  use  was  to  the  same  person,  that  shewed  the  in« 

tenft  of  the  parties,  and  was  a  good  limitation  of  the  estate;  for 

H  ttas  not  an  use  divided  from  the  estate,  as  where  it  was  limited 

to  a  stranger,  but  the  use  and  estate  went  together  ;  wherefore 

it  was  all  one  as  if  the  limitation  had  been  to  them  and  their 

heirs  of  their  bodies.     Sir  WiHram  Jones  said  he  knew  many 

conveyances  had  been  made  in  this  manner,  and  twice  brought 

rn  question,  and  adjudged  to  be  an  estate  tail. 

29.  It  was  held  by  Holt,  C.  J.  and  Powell,  in  a  subsequent  Giib.  iiep.  16, 
case,  that  when  a  fine  was  levied,  or  a  feoffment  made,  to  a  man 

and  his  heirs,  the  estate  Was  in  the  cognizee  or  feoffee,  not  as  an 
use,  but  by  the  common  law  ;  and  might  be  averred  to  be  so. 
This  doctrine  is  most  ably  discussed  by  Mr.  Booth,  in  an  opinion  Cases  and  Opia. 
on  the  following  case : — ^An  estate  was  conveyed  by  lease  an<f 
release  to  D,  C.  and  S.  and  their  heirs,  to  hold  unto  the  said  D, 
C,  and  S.  for  and  during  the  natural  lives  of  them  and  the  sur- 
vivor and  survivors  of  them.    The  question  was,  whether  they 

A  A  2 
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took  by  the  common  law,  or  by  tlie  statute  of  uses.    As  to  Hm 
point  Mr.  Booth  says, 

**  We  will  now  return  to  the  words  of  the  habendum  in  the  le* 
lease ;  taking  the  words,  '  to  the  nse.'  The  habendum  stands 
literally  thos ;  to  hold  onto  the  said  D.  and  his  companions, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  D.  and  his  companions,  their  heirs  and  asugns,  for  and 
during  the  natural  li^es  of  the  said  D.  and  his  companions,  and 
the  life  and  lives  of  the  surrivor  and  survivors  of  them*  Here 
you  observe  the  use  limited  is  not  limited  to  any  person  different 
from  the  person  to  whom  the  estate  is  granted*  The  habefidum 
is  to  D*  and  his  companions,  and  the  use  is  limited  to  D.  and 
his  companions ;  so  that  the  estate  and  the  use  are  both  to  one 
and  the  same  person ;  and  therefore  this  cannot  be  a  statute 
use,  for  the  seisin  doth  not  go  or  belong  to  one  person,  and  the 
use  to  another  person ;  whereas  the  statute  requires  that  there 
^ould  be  a  standing  seised  by  some  third  person  or  persons  to 

Anu,  1.27.  the  use  of  some  other  penon*  And  that  case  of  Young  v.  Jen- 
kins is  express,  that  where  the  use  is  not  divided  from  the 
estate,  and  the  use  and  the  estate  go  together,  there  it  amounts 
only  to  a  limitation  of  the  estate,  and  consequently  is  not  a 
statute  use,  but  only  a  common  law  use.  And  if  at  this  day  a 
man  should  enfeoff  L  S*  to  hold  to  the  said  L  S.  and  his  heirs, 

Doe«.PasBiDg-  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  I*  S.  and  his  heirs  for  ever, 
'  306.  *  1^0  Q^sin  living  would  call  that  a  statute  use ;  for  the  words 
would  import  no  more  than  the  words,  **  for  his  and  their  sole 
benefit  and  behoof ;"  and  would  only  serve  to  shew  in  how  am- 
ple and  beneficial  a  manner  the  feoffee  was  to  take  the  estate 
limited  to  him  by  the  habendum:  which  being  manifestly  an 
estate  at  common  law,  could  not  also  give  or  crsate.  a  statute 
use.  The  words  of  Lord  Holt  in  the  case  of  Lord  Altham  tr. 
Earl  of  Anglesey,  before  recited,  are  directly  in  point.  In  like 
manner  it  would  be,  if  there  were  a  feoffment  to  a  man  and  his 
assigns,  to  bold  to  that  man  and  his  assigns,  to  the  only  use 
and  behoof  of  him  and  bis  assigns,  during  his  life ;  that  would 
only  limit  an  estate  of  freehold  to  him  for  his  life,  at  common 
law ;  and  not  be  the  limitation  or  creatioa  of  any  statute  use. 
It  would  be  this  same  in  the  case  of  a  feoffment  to  one  of  lands, 
to  hold  to  the  feoffee  and  his  heirs,  to  the  only  use  and  behoof 
of  the  feoffee  and  his  heirs,  during  the  lives  of  A.  B.  C.  D.  and 
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twenty  other  persons.  There  the  words  to  the  use  and  behoof 
would  pass  no  statute  use,  or  pass  any  thing  distinct  from  the 
estate ;  which  estate  would  be  an  estate  at  common  law ;  and 
the  words  to  the  use  and  behoof  would  serve  only  to  shew  the 
amplitude  of  the  estate  given  by  the  feoffment ;  and  that  the 
feoffee  and  his  heirs  were  to  take  the  same  for  his  and  their  own 
benefit,  without  return  of  any  service  whatever  to  the  donor/' 

30.  There  are,  however,  some  cases  where  the  same  person 

may  be  seised  to  a  use,  and  also  testtd  que  use.    Thus  if  a  man  Bac.  R.  63. 

makes  a  feoffment  in  fee  to  one,  to  the  use  of  him  and  the  heirs       ^* 

of  his  body  ;  in  this  case,  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue,  the  statute, 

according  to  the  limitation  of  the  uses,  directs  the  estate  vested 

in  him  by  the  common  law,  and  executes  the  same  in  himself, 

by  force  of  the  statute.    And  yet  the  same  is  out  of  the  words  of 

the  statute,  which  are,-^''  To  the  use  of  any  other  person."   And 

here  he  is  seised  to  the  use  of  himself.     But  the  statute  has 

always  been  beneficially  expounded,  to  satisfy  the  intention  of 

the  parties,  which  is  the  direction  of  the  use,  according  to  the 

rule  of  law. 

31.  So  if  a  man  seised  of  lands  in  fee  simple  covenants  with  13  Rep.  66. 
another,  that  he  and  his  heirs  will  stand  seised  of  the  same 

land,  to  the  use  of  himself  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  or  to  the 
use  of  himself  for  life,  the  remainder  over  in  fee.  In  that  case, 
by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  estate  which  he  hath  at  the 
common  law  is  divested,  and  a  new  estate  vested  in  himself,  ac- 
cording to  the  limitation  of  the  use. 

32.  Lord  Bacon  says,  if  a  person  enfeoffs  I.  S.  to  the  use  of  Rwd.  64. 
I.  D.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  I.  S.  for  life,  remainder  to 

the  use  of  I.  N.  in  fee,  L  S.  is  in  by  the  statute ;  because  the 
law  will  not  admit  fractions  of  estates.  So  if  a  person  enfeoffs  I.  S. 
to  the  use  of  himself  and  a  stranger,  they  shall  both  be  in  by  the 
statute,  because  they  cannot  take  jointly,  taking:  by  several  titles. 
Like  law,  if  I  enfeoff  a  bishop  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  him- 
self and  his  successors ;  he  is  in  by  the  statute,  in  right  of  his  see. 

33.  [The  statute  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  enacts  that  where  one  or  Anu,i.3. 
more  persons  stand  seised  to  the  "  use,  trust,  or  confidence  of  ^^'  ^if'jlld 
any  other  persons,  &c.  such  persons,  &c.  that  have  the  use,  Pre.  Cha.  sis. 
trust,  or  confidence  fthall  be  adjudged  in  the  lawful  seisin,  estate,  v.Langle>^ 
and  possession,"  See.     Hence  it  follows  that  where  lands  are  R^ht*«?&nith, 
conveyed  to  A  and  his  heirs  in  trust  for  B.  and  his  heirs,  the  i^  ^EUut.  4i4. 
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legal  estate  or  use  executes  in  B.  So  also  where  s^  Unutation  is 
to  A.  and  his  heirs,  to  the  intent  and  purpose  that  B.  and  bi» 
assigns  may  receive  and  take  a  rent-charge  for  bis  life,  or  that 
he  and  his  assigns  may  receive  the  rents  and  profits  during  bis 
life,  in  the  one  case  he  takes  the  legal  estate  for  life,  and  in  the 
other  a  legal  rent-charge.] 

34.  The  third  circumstance  necessary  to  the  ezeoation  of  s 
use  by  this  statute  is,  that  there  should  be  a  use  in  esse,  in  pos- 
session, remainder,  or  reversion.  And  this  use  may  either  be 
created  by  an  express  declaration,  or  may  result  to  the  original 
owner  of  the  estate,  or  arise  from  an  implication  of  law. 

35.  When  these  three  circumstances  concur,  the  possession 
and  legal  estate  of  the  lands,  out  of  which  the  use  was  created* 
is  immediately  taken  from  the  feoffee  to  uses,  and  transferred  by 
the  mere  force  of  the  statute  to  the  cestui  que  use^  And  the  sei- 
sin and  possession  thus  transferred  is  not  a  seisin  an4  possesaioo 
in  law  only,  but  an  actual  seisin  aqd  possession  in  fact :  pot  a 
mere  title  to  enter  upon  the  land,  but  an  actual  estate. 

36.  Lord  Coke  appears  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  by  a  con- 
veyance to  uses,  executed  by  the  statute,  only  a  freehold  in  law 
passed.  And  others  have  said  that  the  statute  only  transfers  a 
civil  seisin,  it  being  impossible  for  an  act  of  parliament  to  give 
an  actual  seisin  ;  therefore  that  an  entry  is  necessary  to  complete 
the  seisin.  It  has,  however,  been  found  that  the  admission  of  this 
principle  would  be  attended  with  dangerous  consequences ;  it  is 
therefore  now  held  that  the  statute  transfers  the  actual  posses- 
sion ;  a  construction  fully  warranted  by  the  words  of  the  statute^ 
which  ar^  '^  every  person  having  a  us^  shall  \k^  in  lawful  seisin^ 
estate,  and  possession,  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes, 
in  the  law." 

37.  The  third  section  of  the  statute  contains  a  saving  "  to  all 
and  singular  those  persons,  and  to  their  heirs,  which  were  or 
thereafter  should  be  seised  to  any  use,  all  such  former  right,  title, 
entry,  interest,  possession,  rents,  customs,  services,  and  action, 
as  they  or  any  of  them  might  have,  to  bis  and  their  own  proper 
use,  in  or  to  any  manors,  lands»  tenements,  rents,  or  heredita- 
ments, whereof  they  were,  gj:  thereafter  should  be,  seised  to  any 
other  use ;  as  if  the  said  act  bad  not  been  made. 

38.  In  consequence  of  thU  clause,  no  term  for  years  or  other 
interest  whereof  a  person,  to  whom  lands  are  conveyed  to  usi^s,. 
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in  possessed  in  bis  own  right,  will  be  merged  or  destroyed  by  such 
conveyance. 

39.  A  husband  being  seised  in  fee,  made  a  lease  to  O.  and  S.  Cheyney's  case, 
in  secret  confidence,  for  the  preferment  of  his  wife.     Afterwards  2  And.  192. 
he  made  a  feoffment  to  O.  and  others,  of  the  same  lands  to  other 

uses.  It  was  decreed  in  the  Court  of  Wards,  by  the  advice  of 
Wray,  Anderson,  and  Manwood,  that  the  term  was  not  extin- 
guished by  the  feoffment,  by  reason  of  the  proviso ;  and  because 
O.  had  the  lease  to  his  own  use,  it  was  not  extinguished  by  the 
feoffment,  which  he  took  to  the  use  of  another. 

40.  A.  demised  lands  to  B*  for  99  years ;  afterwards  A.  by  Ferrers  v. 
bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  and  fine,  conveyed  the  same  lands  to  Cn>.  Jac.6i3. 
B.  and  others  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  them  and  their  heirs,  j  Mod!  107^ 
to  the  intent  that  a  common  recovery  should  be  had  and  suffered 

against  them,  with  voucher  of  the  lessor,  to  the  use  of  a  stranger; 
all  which  was  done  accordingly.  The  question  was,  whether  the 
term  for  years  was  merged. 

Resolved,  that  the  term  still  subsisted  ;  for  although  it  was 
merged  by  the  union  of  the  estates,  till  the  recovery  was  suffered, 
yet  when  that  was  done,  the  uses  thereof  being  guided  by  the 
biwgain  and  sale,  it  was  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no  con- 
veyance ;  it  being  within  the  equity  and  intent  of  the  saving  in 
the  third  section  of  tlie  statute  of  uses:  for  the  intention  of  that 
statute  was  not  to  destroy  prior  estates,  but  to  preserve  them. 
It  was  also  agreed  by  the  whole  oourt^  that  if  a  fine  or  feoffment 
dad  been  levied  or  made  to  the  lessee  for  years,  his  term  would 
not  have  been  thereby  exdnguisbed.  An  objection  was  made 
that  the  bargain  and  sale,  and  fine,  were  to  the  use  of  the  lessee 
for  years,  otherwise  he  could  not  have  been  tenant  to  the  free- 
hold ;  therefore  the  saving  in  the  statute  of  uses  did  not  extend 
to  this  case ;  but  it  was  answered  and  resolved,  for  the  former 
reasons,  that  the  term  was  saved  by  the  equity  of  the  statute. 

41.  The  saving  in  the  statute  of  uses  extends  to  those  cases 
where  the  inheritance  is  conveyed  by  lease  and  release. 

42^  Cook  1^  to  Fountain  for  99  years ;  two  years  after  Cook  Cook  v. 
conveyed  the  inheritance  by  lease  and  release  to  Fountain  and  Bac.  Ab.'Tit. 
mnether,  to  the  use  of  Cook  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  divers  ^^^'  ^' 
renainders  over.    The  question  was,  whether  by  this  conveyance 
the  leaiie  for  99  years  was  merged  and  destroyed,  in  all  or  in  part 
First,  it  was  agreed,  that  if  such  conveyance  to  uses  had  been  by 
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fine  or  feoffment,  it  would  not  have  been  destroyed,  but  would 
have  been  preserved  by  the  saving  in  the  statute  of  uses.  So 
likewise  it  was  admitted,  that  if  there  had  been  no  lease  for  a 
year,  but  the  release  had  been  immediate  to  the  lessee  for  99 
years,  to  such  uses,  in  this  case  also  the  lease  for  99  years  had 
been  preserved  by  fcnrce  of  that  statute :  but  here  being  a  lease 
for  a  year  precedent,  it  was  argued  that  this  was  to  the  use  of 
the  lessee,  and  then  by  acceptance  thereof,  he  admitted  the 
lessor's  power  to  make  such  lease ;  and  by  consequence  before 
the  release  to  the  other  uses  came  to  take  place,  then  the  release 
after  could  not  revive  it :  it  was  also  said,  that  though  this  were 
all  one  conveyance,  yet  it  differed  from  a  feoffment,  for  it  would 
not  purge  a  disseisin,  nor  make  a  discontinuance :  that  if,  before 
the  release,  the  lessee  granted  a  rent  charge  or  made  a  lease  for 
half  a  year,  and  then  a  release  was  made  to  him  and  his  heirs  to 
such  uses,  yet  he  who  had  the  inheritance  would  have  no  remedy 
to  avoid  these  charges  but  in  Chancery. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  that  this  was  nomerger  of  the 
99  years'  term:  or  if  it  were,  yet  for  no  more  than  a  moiety:  for 
the  reason  of  merger  and  extinguishment  was  not,  as  had  been 
argued,  the  party's  admittance  of  the  lessor's  power  to  make  a 
lease,  but  the  merger  was  effected  by  the  accession  of  the  im- 
mediate reversion  to  the  particular  estate ;  therefore  a  new  lease 
by  the  lessor  to  his  lessee  was  not  a  merger  or  surrender  of  the  fiist 
term,  if  there  was  any  interposing  or  intermediate  term ;  yet,in  that 
case,  the  lessee  admitted  the  lessor's  power  to  make  the  lease 
presently,  as  much  as  in  the  other.  Then  if  the  union  and  ac- 
cession of  the  two  estates  were  the  cause  of  the  merger,  the 
quantum  of  the  thing  granted  would  be  the  measure  of  that 
merger ;  by  consequence  the  first  lease  here  would  be  extin- 
guished, but  for  a  moiety  of  the  lands.  Secondly,  that  it  was 
not  extinguished  for  any  part,  for  the  term  was  saved  within  the 
letter,  or  at  least  within  the  equity,  of  the  statute  27  Hen.  8. 
c.  10.  8.  3. ;  for  the  intent  of  the  saving  therein  was  to  preserve 
the  balance  between  the  cestui  que  use  and  his  feoffees,  according 
to  the  rule  of  equity,  by  which  they  were  governed  before.  Now 
suppose  that  Fountain  had  a  lease  for  99  years  before  this  sta- 
tute, and  that  Cook  had  desired  him  to  accept  a  feoffment  to  his 
use ;  without  doubt  the  Chancery  would  not  have  compelled  him 
to  assign^  till  the  99  years'  term  expired.    And  the  same  right 
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seemed  now  to  be  preserved  by  the  saving ;  for  the  words  were 

general — "  All  that  shall  be  seised  to  any  use,"  not  all  that  shall 

be  seised  by  feoffment  or  fine :  so  that  the  seisin  to  use  was  the 

only  thing  the  statute  regarded^  not  by  what  sort  of  conveyance: 

that  lease  and  release  was  become  a  common  conveyance ;  and 

the  lease  being  expressly  said  to  be^  to  enable  the  lessee  to  accept  nd$  Tit.  32. 

a  release  to  other  uses,  should  not  be  construed  to  any  other  ^ 

intent,  or  to  be  to  his  own  use,  otherwise  than  to  enable  him  to 

accept  such  release.    Then  if  it  should  be  admitted  that  the 

lease  for  99  years  were  extinguished  by  the  lease  for  a  year,  yet 

by  the  release  it  was  revived ;  for  being  but  one  conveyance,  it 

was  within  the  equity  of  the  statute.    The  case  of  Ferrers  t;.  Anu,  i.  40. 

Fermor  was  stronger ;  and  yet  it  was  resolved  there,  that  though 

the  bargain  and  sale  had  destroyed  the  term  for  a  time,  yet  by 

the  recovery  it  was  revived ;.  because  then  but  one  conveyance 

ab  initio ;  so  here. 

No  judgment  appears  to  have  been  given:  but  Lord  C.B. 
Gilbert  says  it  seemed  reasonable  that  the  lease  for  99  years 
should  not  be  merged,  or  at  least  but  for  a  moiety;  and 
even  in  that  case  equity  would  set  up  the  moiety,  or  the  whole 
term  again. 
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Section  I. 

CoDstmction  of  Whbn  the  Statute  of  Uses  first  became  a  subject  of  discassioD 
illep.^129  b.     ^^^  courts  of  law,  it  was  held  by  the  judges  that  no  uses  should 

be  executed  by  that  statute,  which  were  limited  against  the  mles 
of  the  common  law.  For  it  appeared  from  the  preamble  that  it 
was  the  intent  of  the  makers  of  the  act  to  restore  the  ancient  law, 
and  to  extirpate  and  extinguish  such  subtle  practised  feoffments, 
fines,  recoveries,  abuses  and  errors,  tending  to  the  subversion  of 
the  good  and  ancient  common  law  of  the  land.  So  that  it  was 
plain  this  act  was  never  intended  to  execute  any  use  which  was 
limited  against  the  rules  of  the  common  law ;  the  object  of  it  was 
to  extinguish  and  extirpate,  not  the  feoffment,  fine,  or  recovery, 
for  these  were  laudable  and  good  conveyances  of  lands  and  tene- 
ments, as  in  effect  recited  in  the  beginning  of  the  preamble ;  but 
those  uses,  which  were  abuses  and  errors,  therefore  mischievous, 
because  they  were  against  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  The 
statute  was  a  law  of  restitution,  namely,  to  restore  the  good 
ancient  common  law,  which  was  in  a  manner  subverted  by 
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abuaive  aad  wro^eous  u«e3 ;  not  to  give  more  privilege  to  the 
execution  of  use^  than  to  estates  which  were  executed  by  the 
coiniQoii  law. 

2.  The  Courts  have  so  far  adhered  to  this  construction  of  the  i  Hep.  87  b. 
statute  that  the  saoie  technical  words  of  limitation  are  now 
required  in  the  creation  of  eytatesj  through  the  medium  of  uses, 
as  in  the  qreation  of  estates  at  common  law.  But  in  many  other 
instauoes  this  doctrine  was  departed  from ;  and  advantage  was 
taken  of  an  e^cpression  in  -the  statute  of  Uses,  in  order  to  support  ^  Atk.59i. 
several  of  those  modifications  of  property  which  had  been 
allowed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  declarations  of  uses ;  when 
they  were  distinct  from  the  legal  estate, 

3*  The  statute  of  Uses  enacts  that  the  estate  of  the  feoffees  to  Contingent 

uses. 

uses  shall  be  vested  in  the  €estuis  que  k^»  '*  after  such  quality, 
mauner ,  formi  and  condition^  as  they  had  before  in  or  to  the  qse, 
confidence  or  trust  that  was  in  them."  Now  the  Court  of  Chan-  Ante,c.2.9.9i. 
eery  having  permitted  a  timitation  of  a  use  in  fee  or  in  tail  to 
arise  mfuturo,  without  any  preceding  estate  of  freehold  to  sup* 
port  it ;  and  also  that  a  use  might  change  from  one  person  to 
another^  by  matter  ex  post  facto,  though  the  first  use  were  limited 
in  fee ;  the  courts  of  law,  in  process  of  time,  admitted  of  limita- 
tions of  this  kind,  in  conveyances  to  uses ;  and  heid  that  in  such 
cases  the  statute  ^ould  transfer  the  possession  to  the  cestui  que 
use  after  such  quality,  form,  and  condition,  as  he  had  in  the  use. 
An  account  of  the  nature  of  these  Umitatiorvi  will  be  given  in 
Title  XVI.   Remauider. 

4.  By  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  no  restriction  or  qualifica*  Uses  arising  on 
Uoa  could  be  annexed  to  a  conveyance  of  lands,  except  a.  con-  ^Kwe!^"**"*  ^ 
dition.    In  consequence  of  this  principle,  a  fine  or  feoffment,  iinst.2d7.  a. 
with  a  power  of  revocation  annexed  to  it,  was  void  at  common 
law ;  because  tlxe  fine  or  feoffment  transferred  the  whole  property 
and  right  of  disposal  to  the  cognizee  or  feoffee ;  tbereifore  the 
power  of  revocation  being  repugnant  to  the  force  and  effect  of 
the  preceding  words,  waa  void.    Besides  the  admisaion  of  such 
a  clause  would  have  introduced  a  double  power,  vested  in  dif- 
ferent peraonia^  over  the  same  property ;  which  was  con^tcary  to 
the  rules  of  the  common,  law. 

6.  We  have,  however,  seen  that  before  the  statute  of  Uses,  if 
a  feoffment  was  made  to  uses,  the  feoffor  might  reserve  a  power,  Ant$,c.2.udB. 
cither  to  himself,  or  to  some  other  person,  to  revoke  the  uses 
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declared  on  the  feofiment,  and  to  appoint  the  feoflbes  to  stand 
seiaed  to  other  uses.  The  principle  on  which  uses  were  origi- 
nally founded  being,  that  the  feoffee  to  osea  was  bound  in  con- 
science  to  pursue  the  directions  of  the  feoffor,  this  obligatioa  was 
equally  binding,  whether  the  agreement  was  that  the  feoffor 
should  receiTe  the  rents  and  profits  himself,  or  some  stranger; 
or  whether  they  were  to  be  paid  in  such  manner  as  the  feoSbr, 
or  any  other  person  to  whom  he  del^ated  his  power,  should  at 
any  future  time  appoint. 

6.  Now,  as  the  statute  of  Uses  vests  the  legal  estate  in  the 
cestui  que  use,  after  such  quality,  manner  and  form,  as  he  had  in 

I  Inst  337.  a.    the  use ;  the  courts  of  law  concluded  that  in  all  conveyances  to 

uses,  a  power  might  be  reserved  of  revoking  a  former  limitatioa 
of  a  use,  and  of  appointing  a  new  use  to  some  other  penKm. 

7.  In  an  opinion  of  the  late  Mr.  Booth,  which  has  been  pab* 
lished  by  Mr.  Hilliard  at  the  end  of  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  is 
the  following  account  of  contingent  uses  and  powers : — *^  By  the 
old  law,  no  fee  simple  could  be  limited  upon  or  after  a  fee  simple: 
but,  since  the  Statute  of  Uses,  executory  fees  by  way  of  use  hare 
not  only  been  allowed,  but  are  become  frequent,  in  all  convey* 
ances  operating  by  way  of  transmutation  of  poasession.  The  ases 
are  served  out  of  the  seisin  of  the  feoffees,  grantees,  releasees, 
&c.  In  all  future  or  executory  uses  there  is,  the  instant 
they  come  in  esse,  a  sufficient  degree  of  seisin  supposed  to  be 
left  (a)  in  the  feoffees,  grantees,  &c.  to  knit  itself  to  and  sapport 
those  uses ;  so  as  that  it  may  be  truly  said  the  feoffees  or  gran- 
tees stand  seised  to  those  uses ;  and  then,  by  force  of  the  statute, 
the  cestui  que  use  is  immediately  put  into  the  actual  possession. 
It  is  wholly  immaterial  how,  or  by  what  means,  the  future  use 
comes  m  e^e:  whether  by  means  of  some  event  provided  for,  in 
case  it  happened  in  the  creation  of  the  uses,  which  event  may  be 
called  the  act  of  God ;  or  by  means  of  some  work  performed  by 
any  certain  person,  for  which  provision  was  likewise  made  in  the 
creation  of  the  uses,  which  may  be  called  the  act  of  man.  In 
either  case  the  statute  operates  the  same  way ;  for  the  instant 
the  future  use  comes  m  esse,  either  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  act 
of  man,  the  statute  executes  the  possession  to  the  use,  and  the 

(a)  [This  obMrvatiim  involfw  the  doctnne  of  SemtiUa  Juris,  whkh  is  ditcmnd  ifl 
a  fdtnie  page.    Vol.  II.  Title.  16.  ch.  6, 6,  7,  &c.] 
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cestui  que  use  is  deemed  to  have  the  same  estate  in  the  land,  as  is 
marked  out  in  the  use,  by  the  deed  that  created  it.  When  the 
use  arises  from  an  event  provided  for  by  the  deed,  it  is  called  a 
future,  a  contingent,  an  executory  use :  when  it  arises  from  the 
act  of  some  agent  or  person  nominated  in  the  deed,  it  is  called  a 
use  arising  from  the  execution  of  a  power.  In  truth,  both  are 
future  or  contingent  uses,  till  the  act  is  done ;  and  afterwards 
they  are,  by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  actual  estates.  But  till 
done,  they  are  in  suspense,  the  one  depending  on  the  will  of 
heaven,  whether  the  event  shall  happen  or  not;  the  other  on  the 
will  of  man." 

8.  If  a  person  conveys  his  estate  by  lease  and  release  to  trus- 
tees and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  and  inserts  a  proviso  in  the  re- 
lease that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him,  at  any  future  time,  to  re- 
voke these  uses,  and  to  declare  new  ones  ;  and  that  immediately 
upon  such  revocation  and  new  declaration  the  trustees  shall 
stand  seised  of  the  lands  to  the  use  of  such  persons  as  the  settlor 
shall  appoint ;  this  is  a  power  of  revocation  and  appointment. 
As  soon  as  it  is  executed,  the  uses  originally  limited  cease,  and 
a  new  use  immediately  arises  to  the  person  named  in  the  appoint- 
ment, for  such  estate  as  is  given  to  him  by  it ;  and  the  statute 
transfers  the  legal  estate  to  such  appointee,  who  by  that  means 
acquires  the  actual  seisin  and  possession. 

The  nature  of  revocations  and  appointments  to  uses  will  be  ex-  Tit  82.  c.  13. 
plained  hereafter. 

9.  Lord  Bacon  says,  the  chief  object  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  Confmnoes 
was  to  destroy  all  those  secret  conveyances  to  uses  which  had  ^^l^  ofww^ 
been  so  much  complained  of. — '*  The  principal  inconvenience  Bead.  3d. 
(says  he)  which  is  radix  malorum,  is  the  diverting  from  the 

grounds  and  principles  of  the  common  law,  by  inventing  a  mean 
to  transfer  lands  and  inheritances  without  any  solemnity  or  act 
notorious ;  so  as  the  whole  statute  is  to  be  expounded  strongly  to- 
wards the  extinguishment  of  all  conveyances,  whereby  the  free- 
hold or  inheritance  may  pass,  without  any  new  confections  of 
deeds,  executions  of  estate,  or  entries." — It  is  therefore  some- 
what singular  that  this  statute,  instead  of  having  had  that  effect, 
has  on  the  contrary  given  rise  to  several  new  modes  of  trans- 
ferring lands,  unknown  to  the  simplicity  of  the  common  law,  and 
of  a  more  secret  nature  than  feoffments  to  uses :  so  that,  notwith- 
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1  Atk.  691.        ttaoding  the  great  cHQtkm  with  which  this  statute  wds  made,  it 

has  not  answered  the  intention  (yf  the  Legislattff 0. 

Read.  39.  10.  Lord  Bacon  haB^  however,  clearly  proved,  that  the  inten- 

tion of  the  statute  was  only  to  destroy  the  estate  of  the  feoffee  to 
n^eii  by  transferring  it  to  the  persons  who  weore  •ntitted  to  the 
use;  and  not  to  destroy  the  form  6f  the  cofiveyance  to  uses. 
I.  Because  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  ''  Where  any  person  is 
seised,  or  hereafter  shall  be  seised  to  any  use,"  &c.  II.  In  the 
same  session  in  which  this  statute  was  made,  it  was  enacted,  that 
all  bargains  and  sales  to  uses  should  be  enrolled ;  which  proved 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  to  leave  the  form  of  the  convey- 
tmoe,  with  the  addition  of  a  farther  ceremony.  III.  By  the 
t#ellth  section  of  the  statute,  it  was  provided  that  the  king 
dionkl  not  take  any  primer  seisin,  or  other  feudal  profits,  on  ac- 
count of  any  estate  which  should  be  executed  by  means  of  the 
sUtote,  till  tbe  I0I  of  May,  1536.  But  that  he  should  take  the 
feudal  profits  for  all  oses  which  should  become  executed  by  the 
statote  after  that  time. 

1 1.  But  whatever  might  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature in  passing  this  statnte,  it  is  certain  that  it  has  given  rise 
to  several  new  sorts  of  conveyances,  which  operate  contrary  to 
the  rules  of  the  common  law :  for  it  being  soon  observed  that 
thiere  was  nothing  i»  the  statute  to  prevent  the  raising  of  uses, 
but  only  a  provision  that  when  a  use  was  raised,  the  possession 
of  the  land  sbouki  be  transferred  to  such  use,  it  was  only  neces- 
sary to  raise  a  use,  and  the  legal  seisin  and  estate,  together  with 
the  actual  possession,  became  immediately  vested  in  the  cesiui 

/fAf«,c3.s.36.  q^^  jiup^  without  hvery  of  seisin,  entry,  or  attornment. 

12*  Id  ooosequefice  of  this  doctrine,  it  became  customary  to 
raise  a  use  to  the  person  to  whom  the  lands  were  intended  to  be 
conveyed,  and  then  the  statute  transferred  the  possession  to  the 
cetiui  que  use.  This  was  done  in  two  difierent  ways ;  first,  by  a 
eonveysnce  which  only  transferred  a  use,  and  which  is  said  to 
operate  without  any  transmutation  of  possession,  because  the 
alteration  of  the  legal  seisin  is  efiPected  by  the  n>ere  operation  of 
the  statute.  There  are  two  modes  of  conveyance  which  operate 
in  this  manner :  a  bargain  and  sale  to  uses,  and  a  covenant  to 
stand  seised  to  uses;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in  Title 
C.  9  Ac  10.        XXXII.  Deed, 

13.  The  second  nuxle  of  conveying  lands  through  the  medisia 


r-»- 
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of  ases,  is  effected  in  the  following  manner :  The  legal  estate  and 
possession  is  transferred  by  a  feoffment,  fine,  or  recovery,  (a)  to 
some  indifferent  person,  who  stands  in  the  place  of  the  ancient 
feoffee  to  uses ;  a  deed  is  then  executed,  reciting,  that  by  such 
feoffment,  fine,  or  recovery,  the  lands  have  been  transferred  to 
A.  B.,  and  declaring  that  such  feoffment,  fine,  or  recovery  shall 
enare  and  operate,  and  that  the  feoffee,  cognizee,  or  recoveror  in 
such  feoffment,  fine,  or  recovery,  shall  be  seised  of  such  lands,  to 
the  use  of  a  third  person.  Or  else  a  deed  is  first  executed,  re- 
citing that  a  fine  or  recovery  is  intended  to  be  levied  or  suffered, 
or  covenanting  to  levy  a  fine  or  to  suffer  a  recovery,  and  de- 
claring that  these  assurances,  when  completed,  shall  enure  to  the 
use  of  a  third  person. 

14.  In  both  these  cases  a  use  arises  out  of  the  seisin  of  the 
feoffee,  cognizee,  or  recoveror,  to  the  person  to  whom  such  use 
is  declared,  and  the  statute  immediately  transfers  to  that  use  the 
legal  estate  and  actual  possession.  These  latter  .assurances  are 
said  to  operate  by  transmutation  of  possession,  (b)  because  the 
legal  seisin  and  estate  is  first  transferred  by  some  common  law 
conveyance  or  assurance.  They  are  usually  called  deeds  to  lead 
or  declare  the  uses  of  a  fine  or  recovery ;  and  will  be  treated  of 
in  Title  XXXII.  Deed. 

15.  As  the  Statute  of  Uses  preceded  the  Statute  of  Wills,  the  whether  the 
former  has  been  said  not  to  extend  to  derises  to  nses.     It  is  how-  ^ZT^' 
ever  observable  that  the  words  of  that  statute  are,^-"  Where  any 

person,  8cc.  is  seised  to  the  use  of  any  other  person  by  reason  of 
any  bargain,  sale,  &c.  will,  or  otherwise."  Now,  though  at  the 
time  when  the  statute  was  made,  the  word  tcill  could  only  apply 
to  wills  of  lands  then  devisable  by  custom,  yet  when  the  statute 

(a)  [Before  the  recent  stat^  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.] 

(6)  [To  the  fine,  feoffment,  and  recovery  may  be  added  the  ordmary  conveyancea  of 
Lease  and  Release,  and  Grant,  both  of  which  operate  by  txaasmutatioa  of  possession  or 
seisin ;  the  author  treats  of  them  in  Vol.1  V.  Tide  Deed.  ch.  4.  s.  31.  and  ch.  11. 

The  student  is  referred  to  the  two-  taUes  im  the  following  note,  whieb  may 
assist  him  in  understanding  the  effect  of  the  statute  of  uses,  in  the  various  forms 
of  conveyance  which  do,  and  which  do  not  operate  by  traoMButation  of  possession 
or  seisin  ;  the  intention  being,  in  the  following  ezattiple  (Table,  No.  1.),  that,  under 
each  of  these  modes  of  conveyance,  the  seisin  should  be  transferred  to  A.,  the  use  or 
legal  estate  to  B.,  and  the  trast  estate  or  equitable  ownership  to*  C,  so  that  they 
may  take  the  sime  interest,  or  stand  in  the  same  character  in  each  conveyance. 

In  the  table  No.  2.  tlie  student  will  see  the  diffei-ent  effects  of  the  statute 
upon  the  interests  of  the  ^rsons  taking  under  a  limitation  to   A.  and  his  heirs,  to 
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of  wills  passed,  the  word  wUl  in  the  statute  of  nses  became  appli-^ 
cable  to  wills,  or  rather  to  devises,  of  all  the  lands  over  which  a 
testamentary  power  was  given. 


the  ue  of  B.  %xA  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  or  in  trust  for  C.  and  his  keiis,  by  a 
declaration  of  the  vies  of  a  fine  or  rBOovery,  by  a  feoffment,  lease  and  release,  grant, 
bargain  and  sale,  covenant  to  stand  seised,  and  an  appointment*] 

No.  1. 


In  order  to  gife 

A.  the  s«sin. 

B.  the  use  or  l^gal 
estate. 

C.  the  trust  estate, 
or  equitable 
ownership. 

0 

1 
1 

n 

0  i 
.se 

i' 

a 

S 

a 

In  a  Fine 

A.  must  be  made 
Cottune, 

B. 

Ccftut-fitt  u»e  by 
the  deed  leading 
or  declaring  the 
uses  of  the  one. 

C. 
Cestni-qui  trust. 

Beoorery, 

Reooveror, 

the   same    of    the 

recovery. 

thesam«  as  above. 

Feoffinent. 

Feofiee, 

Cestui-qui  use- 

Cestni-qui  trust. 

Lease  and  Re- 
lease, 

RtiMoaM,  who  is  of 
couTM  the  lessee 
or  bargainee  fm 
a  year. 

same. 

same. 

Grant, 

Grantee, 

same. 

same. 

^J^lot  operating  by  transmutation  of        J       Opera! 
seisin  or  possesaion.                       | 

Bargain    and  > 
Sale.             \ 

Bargainor. 

Bargainee. 

same. 

Covenant   to    > 
stand  seised.  ) 

Covenantor, 

Covenantee  being 
cestni-qui  use. 

same. 

Appointment. 

The    Releasee, 
grantee,  &c«    to 
uses  in  the  deed 
creating  the  power 
of  appointment. 

Appointee. 

same. 

Title  XI.    a.  IV.  J.  16—.  3f 

16.  In  a  case  in  2  gc3  Phil,  and  Mary,  it  ia  mid  that  devises  of  DjerlST.a. 
land  in  use  have  been  common.     In  23  Eliz.  it  was  ^reed  by  the   e.  Hartop*. 
Court  of  Wards,  that  a  devise  might  be  to  the  use  of  another ;  ^^^_  253. 
«nd  Lord  Coke  is  there  reported  to  hare  been  of  opinion,  that 
the  son  of  a  devisor  takes  by  descent,  when  the  cestui  que  toe,  to 
whom  the  land  is  devised,  refuses  the  use  ;  for  the  devisee  can- 
not take  it  to  his  own  use,  because,  if  the  use  be  void,  the  devise 
is  also  void.     In  the  case  of  Broughton  v.  Langley,  which  will  ^u,^  gj3_ 
be  stated  in  the  next  Title,  it  was  agreed  that  a  devise  may  be 


roA.UMlUthein 

To  the   uu  of  B 
tnd  hi.  bein. 

To  the  use  of.  or  In 
Inut  for  C.  &Dd 
hiibein. 

1 

Fine 

I  doUred 

Raco-       eniira. 

WJ.J 

A.  will  take  th* 

B. 

DOtbing. 

C. 
the  equitable  fee. 

A.,  will  take  the 
MOW  u  ebon. 

B. 

DOthing. 

C. 
wme  u  tbm. 

yM)]in«.l. 

A.  will  Uk.  the 

B. 

C. 

- 

£■ 

Bipi.     «rf, 

.  A.  wiU  take  the 

B.          .. 

D. 

'A 

The    preceding   Ttblea    wera   iomtad   by  the   Editor  i 
.  1831,  pp.  333,  334. 
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to  the  ase  of  another ;  and  the  uae  will  be  executed,  if  the  intent 
of  the  devisor  appear.  In  Gilbert's  Uses,  it  w  alao  said  that  a 
devise  may  be  made  to  a  use. 

17.  In  the  caae  of  an  immediate  deviae  to  oaea,  as  a  devise  to 
the  use  of  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  B.  in  tailj  it  is  sd- 
mitted  that  the  remainder  cannot  take  effect  by  way  of  use,  be- 
cause there  is  no  seisin  to  serve  the  use«  But  in  the  case  of  a 
deviae  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  B«  for  life,  remainder  tt> 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  B.  in  tail,  there  is  no  reaaon  why  the 
seisin  of  A.  should  not  be  deemed  sufficient  to  support  the  uses 
to  the  sons  of  B. 

18.  In  opposition  to  this  doctrine,  a  note  to  an  opinion  of  the 
late  Mr.  Booth's  has  been  published,  in  which  it  is  said  that  die 
statute  of  uses  does  not  operate  on  a  devise  to  uses.  This  note 
is  not  annexed  to  the  original  opinion,  which  was  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  late  Mr.  Hilliard,  though  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Butler  to 
be  annexed  to  two  copies  of  the  opinion  made  immediately  nnder 
the  eye  of  Mr.  Booth,  and  delivered  by  him  to  the  persons  in 
whose  custody  they  are,  and  also  in  a  copy  of  it  bequeathed  by 
Mr.  Booth  to  Mr.  HoUiday.  Admitting  the  authenticity  of  this 
note,  and  the  great  authority  to  which  Mr.  Booth's  opinions  are 
justly  entitled  ;  yet,  as  it  has  been  an  universal  practice  for  the 
two  last  centuries  to  devise  lands  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to 
various  uses,  with  several  powers,  in  the  same  words  as  are  used 
in  declarations  of  uses  on  fines  and  recoveries ;  it  would  be  ex- 
tremely dangerous  at  this  time  to  question  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  uses  in  such  cases,  (a) 

19.  Before  the  statute  of  Uses,  if  a  person  had  conveyed  his 
lands  to  another,  without  any  consideration,  or  declaration  of  the 
uses  of  such  conveyance,  he  became  entitled  to  the  use  or  per- 
nancy of  the  profits  of  the  lands  thus  conveyed.  This  doctrioe 
was  not  altered  by  that  statute ;  and,  therefore,  it  became  sn 
established  principle,  that  where  the  legal  seisin  and  possession 
of  lands  is  transferred  by  any  common  law  conveyance  or  8S8B^ 
ance,  and  no  use  is  expressly  declared,  nor  any  oonsideratioa  or 

(a)  [In  the  oonstiuction  of  wills  the  intention  of  the  Hslilor  mipt  be  the  gn^  ^ 
it  is  now  well  stttled,  that  if  it  be  apparent,  from  the  tachnical  posning  of  thfi  devue> 
that  the  tesutor  intended  to  bring  the  statute  of  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10.  into  operation,  effect  wiU 
be  given  to  that  intention,  and  the  uses  will  be  executed  in  the  will  as  if  the/  neielu&it' 
ed  by  deed.    I  Vera.  79. 415.  2  Salk.  679.  2  Atk.  573.  2  P.  WilL  194.] 
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evidrace  of  intent,  to  direct  the  uae ;  such  nee  sb^l  reavilt  back 
to  the  original  owner  of  the  estate ;  for  where  there  is  neither 
conaideration,  nor  declaration  of  uses,  nor  apy  circumstance  to 
shew  the  intention  of  the  parties,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
estate  was  intended  to  be  given  away. 

20.  In  consequenoe  of  this  principle.  Lord  Coke  has  laid  it  i  io»t-  ^3.  a. 
down  as  a  rule — *^  That  so  much  of  the  use  as  the  owner  of  Dyer  166.  a. 
the  land  does  not  dispose  of,  remains  in  him."    So  that  where  a 

person  seised  in  fee  simple  [before  the  recent  stat.  3  8c  4  Will.  4. 
Q*  74.],  levied  a  fine,  or  suffered  a  recovery,  without  any  conside* 
ration,  or  declaration  of  the  uses  to  which  it  should  enure,  the  use 
resulted  back  to  himself;  and  the  statute  immediately  transferred 
the  legal  estate  to  such  resulting  use ;  by  which  means  he  was 
seised  in  fee  simple  in  the  same  manner  as  he  was  before.  If 
any  particular  uses  were  declared,  so  much  of  the  old  use  as  was 
not  declared  to  be  vested  in  some  other  persons,  resulted  back  to 
the  original  owner* 

21.  Thus,  where  a  man  made  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  such  SirE.  Clere's 
person  or  persons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  as  he  should  n.  b. 
appoint  by  his  will ;  it  was  resolved  that  the  use  resulted  to  the 

feoffor  till  he  made  an  appointment, 

22.  So  where  a  person  made  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  himself,  ^  ^^^^^^^ 
and  his  intended   wife,    after  their  marriage;   it  was  deter-  Eliz.439. 
mined  that  the  use  resulted  to  the  feoffor  and  his  heirs,  till  the 
marriage. 

23.  In  an  qeotment  tried  before  Lord  Chief  Baron  Parker,  Armstrong  v, 
this  short  case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.    A.  B.,  2  wiu.  fil  19. 
being  in  posssession  of  the  lands  in  question,  levied  a  fine 

$ur  canmam  de  droit  come  ceo,  kc.  to  the  oonusee  and  his  heirs, 
without  any  consideration  expressed ;  and  without  declaring  any 
Qse  thereof:  nor  was  it  proved  that  the  conusee  was  ever  in  pos- 
session. So  that  the  single  question  was,  whether  the  fine 
should  enure  to  the  use  of  the  conusor,  or  to  that  of  the  conusee. 
After  two  arguments,  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
who  claimed  as  heir  of  the  conusor ;  and  said,  that  in  the  case 
of  a  fine  come  ceo,  8&c.  where  no  uses  were  declared,  whether  the 
conusor  were  in  possession,  or  the  fine  were  of  a  reversion,  it 
should  enure  to  the  old  uses,  and  the  conusor  should  be  in  of 
the  old  use.  That  in  the  case  of  a  recovery  suffered,  the  same 
should  enure  to  the  use  of  him  who  suffered  it  (who  was  com* 
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monly  the  vouchee),  if  no  uses  were  declared.  So  in  this  cane 
the  ancient  use  was  in  the  conusor  at  the  time  of  levying  the 
fine ;  for  it  seemed  to  have  been  long  settled,  that  a  fine  without 
any  consideration,  or  uses  thereof  declared,  should  enure  to  the 
ancient  use,  in  whomsoever  it  was,  at  the  time  of  levying  the 
fine ;  and  as  it  was  here  in  the  conusor,  at  the  time,  the  judgment 
must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

24«  Where  a  husband  and  wife  levied  a  fine  of  the  wife's 
estate,  without  any  sufficient  declaration  of  uses,  it  was  held  that 
the  use  resulted  back  to  the  wife  only ;  because  the  estate  in  the 
land  passed  only  from  her,  and  the  husband  joined  with  her  only 
for  conformity. 

25.  Where  a  person  levied  a  fine  of  his  estate  to  trustees,  to 
certain  uses,  and  did  not  declare  any  use  of  the  estate  during  his 
own  life,  it  would  result  to  himself. 

26.  A  fine  was  levied  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  700  years,  re- 
mainder to  other  trustees  for  300  years,  and  from  and  after 
the  death  of  the  cognizor,  to  the  use  of  his  son  for  life,  remainder 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  such  son  in  tail.  It  was  resolved 
by  the  Lord  Keeper,  after  consideration  had  with  all  the  Judges, 
and  a  case,  that  as  the  cognizor  had  not  limited  away  the 
freehold  to  any  person  during  his  life,  it  resulted  back  to 
himself. 

27.  Archdale  Palmer,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  of  his 
son,  settled  an  estat^to  the  use  of  his  son  for  Ufe,  remainder  to 
his  intended  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
of  the  marriage  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body 
of  Archdale  Palmer,  remainder  over.  It  was  resolved,  that  as 
the  limitations  to  the  son,  and  his  first  and  other  sons,  might 
determine  during  the  life  of  Archdale  Palmer,  a  use  resulted  to 
him  for  life,  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  estates 
limited  to  his  son,  &c. 

28.  But  where  the  use  is  expressly  limited  away  during  the 
life  of  the  grantor,  no  use  can  result  to  him, 

29.  A  person,  in  consideration  of  marriage,  conveyed  lands  to 
1  LdrRaym.33.  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs  till  the  marmage, 

then  to  the  use  of  his  intended  wife  for  life  for  her  jointure,  re* 
mainder  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  the  hus- 
band, in  trust  to  support  contingent  remainders,  but  to  permit 
the  husband  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  during  his  life>  ^ 


Wills  v.Palmer, 
2Black.R.687. 
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nminder  to  the  first  and  other  isons  of  the  marriage  in  tail  male, 
remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  husband  by  his  then  intended 
wife,  remainder  over.  It  was  resolved  that  no  use  resulted  to 
the  husband »  because  there  was  an  express  estate  limited  to  the 
trustees  during  his  life. 

30.  The  use  will  result  according  to  the  estate  which  the  par-  2  Rep.  58.  a. 
ties  have  in  the  land.    Thus  if  there  were  two  joint  tenants,  and 

they  levied  a  fine  without  any  declaration  of  uses,  the  use  should 
be  to  them  of  the  same  estate  as  they  before  had  in  the  land. 
So  if  A.,  tenant  for  life,  and  B.  in  remainder  or  reversion,  levied 
a  fine  generally,  the  use  should  be  to  A.  for  life,  the  remainder 
or  reversion  to  B.  in  fee.  For  each  granted  that  which  he 
might  lawfully  grant ;  and  each  shall  have  the  use  which  the 
law  vested  in  them,  according  to  the  estate  which  they  conveyed 
over.  So  if  A.  seised  in  fee  of  an  acre  of  land,  and  he  and  B. 
levied  a  fine  of  it  to  another,  without  consideration,  the  use 
would  be  to  A.  only  and  his  heirs :  for  a  use,  which  is  but  a 
trust  and  confidence,  and  a  thing  in  equity  and  conscience,  shall 
be  by  operation  of  law  to  him  who  in  truth  was  owner  of  the 
land,  without  having  regard  to  estoppels  or  conclusions,  which 
are  averse  from  truth  and  equity. 

31.  It  was  determined  in  a  modem  case,  where  a  fine  was  Roev.Popham, 
levied  by  a  tenant  for  life,  together  with  the  remainder-man  in  tail,      ^^'     ^' 
and  the  reversioner  in  fee,  and  a  declaration  of  uses  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  remainder-man  in  tail 

only,  that  the  use  of  the  reversion  in  fee  resulted  to  the  i-ever- 
sioner. 

32.  It  is  somewhat  doubtful,  whether  in  the  case  of  a  lease 
and  release,  without  any  declaration  of  uses,  the  use  results  to 

the  releasor,  for  reasons  which  will  be  stated  when  that  mode  of  Vvi^Ta.  32. c. 

11. 
conveyance  is  explained.     But  if  any  particular  use  is  declared 

on  a  lease  and  release,  the  residue  of  the  use  will  result  back  to 

the  releasor. 

33.  Where  the  same  use  is  limited  to  the  owner  of  the  estate,  i  iDsu22.b. 
which  would  have  resulted  to  him  in  case  no  declaration  of  that 

use  had  been  made,  the  declaration  is  void ;  and  he  takes  it  as  a 
resulting  use. 

34.  Anthony  Mitford  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  estate  in  ques-  Read  and  Mor- 
tion,  conveyed  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  eldest  son  and  his  wife,  ^^q^^^^' 
and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  his  son,  remainder  to  the  use  of  32i. 
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his  own  right  heirs.  It  wlt«  reiK)lved^  that  the  u6e  limited  to  the 
right  heirs  of  Mitford  was  the  ancient  use>  which  was  never  out 
of  hinl ;  and  was  in  fact  a  retmrsion  in  him  to  grant  or  charge ; 
and  would  descend  from  him  to  his  heir  if  it  had  not  been  mett"^ 
tioned ;  that  the  limitation  to  his  right  heirs  was  therefore 
void,  (&)  being  no  more  than  what  the  law  had  already  vested  in 
him. 

36.  The  rule  that  so  mueh  of  the  use  as  the  owner  of  the  land 
does  not  dispose  of  remains  in  him,  takes  plaoe  in  those  convey** 
ances,  to  uses  which  opemte  without  transmutation  of  poaaes* 
sion,  as  in  covenants  to  stand  seised,  and  bargains  and  sales, 
where  the  use  arises  out  of  the  estate  of  the  covenantor  or  balv 
gainor :  for  in  these  eases  so  much  of  the  use  as  the  oovenantof 
or  bargainor  does  not  dispose  of  still  remains  in  him,  as  his  old 
estate ;  and  is  called  a  use  by  implication. 

364  A.  being  tenant  in  fee,  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the 
use  of  his  heirs  male,  begotten,  or  to  be  begotten  on  the  body  of 
his  second  wife.  It  was  determined  that  A.  took  an  estate  for 
life  by  implication :  for  the  limitation  being  to  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  &c.  and  it  being  impossible  for  him  to  have  any  sach 
heirs  during  his  life,  as  nemo  e$t  kdsres  woentis,  the  use  was  nil* 
disposed  of  during  his  life,  consequently  remained  in  him. 

37.  It  follows  from  the  same  principle,  that  where  no  uae 
arises  upon  a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  or  bargain  and  sale,  either 
for  want  of  a  sufficient  consideration,  or  for  any  other  cause, 
such  use  will  remain  in  the  covenantor  or  bargainor. 

38«  From  the  nature  of  resulting  uses,  and  uses  by  implica^^ 
tion,  it  follows  that  they  can  never  arise  to  any  person  but  the 
original  owner  of  the  estate. 

39.  Husband  and  Wife  levied  a  fine  of  the  wife's  estate  to  the 


(b)  [The  reMM  sUtute  of  8  &  4  Will.  4« «.  106.  k  3.  nltartally  Omn  !%•  hMf  ii 
respect,  so  far  as  regards  limitations  in  deeds  eiecuted  after  the  31st  daj  ef  DeesBibet-^ 
1833,  and  in  wills  of  testators  dying  after  that  day.  For  it  enact«p  that  when  any  lend 
shall  have  been  limited  by  any  assurance  executed  after  the  said  day,  to  the  penon  or 
to  the  heirs  of  the  petaon  who  shall  thek^by  have  cofiveyed  the  laiid,  Mch  petsott  shaU 
be  constdeied  to  hav«  acquired  the  same  aa  a  patchttBet  by  vfatos  ufaach  aemiaaei,  as4 
shall  not  be  considered  to  be  entitled  thereto  as  his  former  estate  or  part  therao£i 

In  respect  of  wills,  it  enacts,  that  when  any  lead  shall  have  been  devised  by  any 
testator  (dying  after  the  said  day),  to  the  heir,  or  to  the  person  who  fthall  be  the  heir  of 
such  testator,  sueh  heir  shall  be  considered  to  have  acquired  the  land  as  a  devtee 
and  not  by  desoenl.] 
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Qte  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  husband  on  the  wife  begot- 
ten ;  retnainder  to  the  husband  in  fee.    It  was  resolved,  that  no  Anu,  i.  34. 
estate  resulted  to  the  husband,  because  the  lands  originally  be** 
longed  to  the  wife.    This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  House 
oF  Lords. 

40.  Where  there  is  any  circumstance  to  shew  the  intent  of  Nor  against  the 
the  parties  to  have  been  that  the  use  should  not  result,  it  will  re-  parties. 
main  in  the  persons  to  whom  the  legal  estate  is  limited* 

41.  A  recovery  was  suffered  by  one  Hummerston,  to  the  in-  Hummenton*! 
tent  that  the  recoveror  should  make  an  estate  to  him  and  his  ^^*^  ^^g, 
wife  for  their  lives,  remainder  to  their  eldest  son  in  tail,  &c.    It 

was  agreed  by  the  Court,  that  after  the  recovery  suffered,  the 
recoYerors  should  be  seised  to  their  own  use ;  for  if  they  were 
seised  to  the  use  of  Hummerston,  then  they  could  not  make  the 
estate.  But  Southeot  and  Wray  said  they  ought  to  do  this  in 
convenient  time,  otherwise  the  use  would  result  to  Hummerston. 

42.  A  fine  was  levied,  and  an  indenture  made  to  declare  the  ^^'"* 
uses  of  it ;  the  words  of  which  were, ''  the  fine  was  levied  to  the 
intent  that  they  should  make  an  estate  to  him  whom  J.  E.  the 
father  (who  was  the  eognizor,)  should  name."    And  there  was  a 
proviso  at  the  end  of  the  indenture,  that  the  cognizee  should  not 

be  seised  to  any  other  use,  except  unto  that  use  specified.  It 
was  holden  by  all  the  justices,  that  the  lands  should  be  to  the 
use  of  the  cognitees  themselves,  immediately  as  above:  that 
after  the  nomination,  they  should  be  seised  to  the  use  of 
whomever  he  named ;  and  if  J.  E.  died  without  nomination, 
then  the  law  would  settle  the  use  in  his  heir. 

43.  A  feoffment  was  made  by  A.  upon  condition  to  re-convey  winDington's 
to  A.  for  life>  remainder  to  the  eldest  son  of  A.  in  fee.    It  was  ceot'.6Tca.44. 
resolved,  that  no  use  resulted  to  A. ;  for  if  so,  then  the  estate  VideAiihAm  v. 

.  Anglesey. 

would  vest  by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  Uie  feoffee  could  not  Thmatoat  v. 

make  an  estate  to  A«  and  to  his  son.  c.  t.^' 

44.  As  resulting  uses  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  par*-  wbich  may  be 
ties»  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  shew  what  the  intent  was  :  evfdenc^!^  ^^ 
and  the  clause  in  the  statute  of  Frauds,  requiring  that  declara-  Roev.Popham, 
tions  of  trusts  and  confidences,  which  is  held  to  include  uses,  n  M^.214. 
should  be  made  by  some  writing,  signed  by  the  party,  extends,  '^^^^  ^'  ^*  ^- 
in  cases  of  conveyances  to  uses,  to  third  persons  only ;  not  to 

the  persons  conveying,  or  tboae  to  whom  lands  are  conveyed  to 
uses. 
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Nor  which  it 
inconiiiteDt 
with  the  estate 
limited. 

Dyer,  111.  b. 
n.46. 


Jdtm, 


Adams  v.  Sa- 
vage, 2  Salk. 
679. 


Rawley  o. 
HoUaod. 
2  Ab.  £q.  753. 
22  Vin.  Ab. 
188.  pi.  II. 


Nor  on  aa 
ettate  tail,  for 
life,  or  yean. 


Bro.  Ab.  Feoff, 
al.  Use.  pi.  10. 
Dyer,  146.  b. 
Perk.  534, 5. 
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46.  Where  a  use  is  expressly  limited  to  the  owner  of  the 
estate,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  take  any  resulting  or  implied 
use,  inconsistent  with  the  use  limited  to  him. 

46.  At  a  moot  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Hall,  Mr.  Noy  put  this  differ- 
ence : — If  a  man  makes  a  feoffment  in  fee  to  the  use  of  himself 
for  life,  the  fee  simple  remains  in  the  feoffees,  for  otherwise  he 
will  not  have  an  estate  for  life,  according  to  his  intention :  but  if 
the  use  be  limited  to  himself  in  tail,  it  is  otherwise ;  for  both 
estates  may  be  in  him. 

47.  It  was  held  in  the  Court  of  Wards  by  Popham  and  An- 
derson, in  the  argument  of  the  Earl  of  Bedford's  case,  that  if  A* 
makes  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  himself  for  40  years,  and  does 
not  limit  any  other  estate,  the  fee  will  not  result,  but  will  remain 
in  the  feoffees ;  for  otherwise  the  term  would  be  merged. 

48.  One  Savage  being  seised  in  fee,  conveyed  his  estate,  by 
lease  and  release,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  99  years,  remainder  to  trustees  for  25  years,  remainder 
to  the  heirs  male  of  his  own  body.  It  was  determined  that  no 
use  for  life  resulted  to  Savage,  because  that  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  term  of  99  years  expressly  limited  to  him* 

49.  A.,  by  a  settlement  made  on  his  marriage,  conveyed  cer- 
tain lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  99  years,  if  he  so  long  lived, 
and  after  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  200  years,  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  heirs  male  of  his  own  body,  remainder  to  his  own 
right  heirs.  Upon  a  case  referred  to  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  they  held  that  no 
estate  of  freehold  could  result  to  A.  for  his  life,  because  another 
estate,  viz.  for  99  years,  if  he  so  long  lived,  was  expressly 
limited  to  him,  which  would  be  inconsistent  with  a  resulting 
estate  of  freehold. 

50.  The  doctrine  of  resulting  uses  only  extends  to  those  cases 
where  an  estate  in  fee  simple  passes  :  for  if  a  person  conveys  an 
estate  to  another  in  tail,  without  any  consideration,  or  declara- 
tion of  uses,  no  use  will  result  to  the  donor,  and  consequently 
the  donee  will  hold  to  his  own  use ;  because  by  a  gift  of  this 
kind  there  is  a  tenure  created  between  the  donor  and  the  donee 
in  tail,  which  amounts  to  a  consideration,  and  prevents  the  use 
from  resulting.  In  the  same  manner  as  if  a  feoffment  had  been 
made  before  the  statute  of  Quia  Emptores,  the  feoffee  would  have 
held  the  land  to  his  own  use^  because  a  tenure  was  thereby 
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created,  in  consequence  of  which  he  would  hare  held  of  the 
feoffor,  at  least  by  fealty. 

51.  In  the  same  manner,  if  a  person  leases  lands  to  another  Jdm. 
for  life,  or  years,  no  use  will  result  to  the  lessor.    So  if  a  lessee 

for  life  or  years  grants  over  his  estate,  without  any  declaration 
of  use,  the  grantee  will  have  it  to  his  own  use.  In  Gilbert's 
Uses,  p.  65.  the  reason  given  for  this  doctrine  is,  that  these  lesser 
estates  were  not  used  to  be  delivered,  to  be  kept  for  the  future 
support  and  provision  of  the  family ;  therefore  the  mere  act  of 
delivering  possession  passed  a  right,  without  consideration ;  since 
there  was  no  presumption,  from  the  use  of  the  country,  that 
these  estates  were  transferred  under  secret  trusts;  especially  as 
rents  were  usually  reserved ;  and  they  were  subject  to  waste  and 
other  forfeitures. 

52.  In  the  case  of  a  conveyance  of  an  estate  for  life  or  years, 
without  consideration,  although  a  use  should  be  declared  of  part 
of  the  estate  to  the  grantee,  yet  there  will  be  no  resulting  use  to 
the  grantor. 

53.  A.  being  a  tenant  for  life,  granted  his  estate  to  B.  by  fine,  Castle  v.  Dod, 
and  by  indenture  declared  the  use  to  B.  for  the  life  of  A.  and  B.; 

and  if  B.  died,  living  A.,  that  it  should  remain  to  C.  Afterwards 
B.  died,  living  A. ;  C.  entered  and  let  to  D.  for  years,  and  died, 
living  A.  The  question  was,  whether  the  lessee  should  retain  the 
land  as  an  occupant,  during  the  life  of  A.,  or  that  A.  should  have 
it  again  as  a  resulting  use. 

''  It  was  adjudged,  after  argument,  that  D.  should  have  it  as 
an  occupant,  and  that  A.  had  not  any  residue  of  the  use  in  him : 
for  although  where  tenant  in  fee  makes  a  deed  of  feoffment,  and 
limits  the  use  for  life  or  in  tail,  and  doth  not  speak  of  the  resi- 
due, it  shall  be  to  the  feoffor  or  conusor,  because  he  had  the  an- 
cient use  in  him  in  fee ;  yet  when  tenant  for  life,  or  he  who  hath 
the  particular  estate,  grants  his  estate  by  fine,  and  limits  the  use 
for  years,  or  for  a  particular  estate,  it  shall  not  return  to  him,  but 
be  to  the  conusee,  although  the  fine  were  without  any  considera- 
tion ;  because  he  who  hath  the  particular  estate  by  fine  is  sub- 
ject to  the  ancient  rent  and  forfeiture,  which  is  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  convey  the  estate  to  him/' 

54.  Aft  a  devise  imports  a  bounty,  it  follows  that  it  must  be  to  Noron  a  devise, 
the  use  of  the  devisee,  if  not  otherwise  declared;  and  that  no  use  '^'^^«^-  ^' 
can,  in  any  case,  result  to  the  heirs  of  the  devisor,  unless  it  ap- 
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pe^rs  by  the  will  itMlf  that  the  devioe  wbb  not  made  to  the  nee  of 

the  deviaee*    But  if  a  person  be  merely  named  as  a  deviaee  to 

1  Leoo.'^r*     ^^^8^9  t^nd  the  use  fails,  there  will  be  a  resulting  use  to  the  bar  of 

the  devisor. 
whatuaenraitB      66.  Where  a  tenant  in  tail  sufiered  a  common  recovery  of  bis 
uu«  Tiu  3e.     tttate,  by  which  it  was  converted  into  a  fee  simple,  wtthont  de^ 
^ '''  daring  any  ose^  thereof,  it  has  been  doubted  whether  the  nae 

which  resulted  to  him  be  in  tail  or  in  fee  simple.    The  language 

of  the  old  books  is,  that  where  there  is  a  feoffment,  fine,  or  reco* 

very,  without  consideration  or  declaration  of  uses,  these  aaser- 

anees  shall  enure  to  the  old  uses. 

Algol  V.  Che-        66.  Thus  where  a  fttther  tenant  for  life,  and  the  son  tenant  in 

Harris  o.Evant,  tail,  joiued  in  suffering  a  common  recovery,  but  the  father  alone 

Bridg.  54S.        executed  the  deed  declaring  the  uses ;  the  court  directed  the  jary 

to  find  the  uses  according  to  the  estates  which  the  parties  had  at 
the  time  of  suffering  the  recovery. 
Waker  o.  Snow,      57.  So  where  a  father  tenant  for  life,  and  the  son  tenant  in 

tail,  suffered  a  common  recovery,  without  any  declaration  of  the 
uses  to  which  it  should  enure ;  it  was  held  that  it  enured  to  the 
former  uses. 

58.  The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  above  cases  is  liable  to 

great  objections ;  for  as  resulting  uses  are  guided  by  the  intent 

9  R«p.ii.a.     ^f  ^{^g  parties,  it  follows  that  where  a  tenant  in  tadl  suffered  & 

recovery  without  any  declaration  of  uses,  the  presumption  was* 

that  this  act  was  done  for  the  special  purpose  of  acquiring  the 

GUb.  Uses.  64.  absolute  dominion  over  his  estate ;  as  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 

he  would  go  to  the  expense  of  suffering  a  recovery,  if  he  was  only 
to  take  the  same  estate  which  he  had  before :  and  it  has  been 
admitted  in  the  following  case,  that  where  a  tenant  in  tail  suf- 
fered a  common  recovery  without  any  declaration  of  nses|  the 
resulting  use  was  to  him  in  fee  simple. 
Nightingale  v.  59.  Earl  Ferrers  being  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
3  p.  Wins.  207.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^<^^^  ^^  ^^^  male,  and  having  an  eldest  son  Robert 

who  was  about  17  years  old,  and  several  other  sons,  a  very  ad- 
vantageous match  had  been  agreed  on  between  such  eldest  son 
and  a  young  lady ;  and  articles  were  entered  into  by  Earl  FerreiB 
and  his  son,  whereby  Earl  Ferrers  covenanted  that  he  and  hie  son 
should,  within  a  year  after  his  son  came  of  age,  by  fine  or  reco- 
very, settle  the  bulk  of  his  estate  to  the  use  of  his  son  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  8gc.    The  marriage 
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took  effect ;  and  the  eldest  son  Robert,  when  he  came  of  age, 
joined  with  his  father  in  levying  a  fine  and  suffering  a  common 
recovery :  but  there  was  no  declaration  of  uses.  The  son  died, 
leaving  an  only  daughter  and  no  son. 

It  appears  from  the  case  that  the  estates  of  which  the  recovery 
was  suffered,  descended  to  the  only  daughter  of  Robert  the  son, 
who  had  joined  his  father  iA  the  recovery^  and  had  not  declared 
any  uses.  Now,  if  the  recovery  had  enured,  as  to  Robert  the 
son's  estate,  to  the  old  U8es»  he  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  his  brothers  in  tail  male  successively ; 
and  upon  his  death  without  issue  md6,  the  estate  would  have 
vested  in  his  next  brother,  not  ib  hib  daughter.  But  it  was  so 
fully  admitted  by  the  counsel  of  Earl  Ferrers,  who  was  party  to 
that  suit,  and  who  was  a  younger  brother  of  Robert  the  son,  who 
suffered  the  recovery,  that  in  case  of  no  declaration  of  uses, 
the  use  and  estate  resulted  to  Robert  the  son  in  fee ;  that  the 
only  point  for  which  they  contended  was,  that  the  articles 
executed  by  Robert  the  son,  while  an  infant,  and  under  which 
they  claimed,  amounted  to  a  good  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the 
recovery. 

60.  This  doctrine  has  been  confirmed  by  the  highest  modern 
authorities.    Thus  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said, ''  I  take  it  for  law  i  Atk.  9. 
that  a  tenant  in  tail  suffering  a  recovery  is  in  of  the  old  use,  and 

that  the  estate  is  discharged  of  the  statute  De  Dtmis:**  end  in 

another  case, ''  A  common  recovery  will  bar  the  entail^  though  3  Atk.  313. 

there  is  no  deed  to  lead  the  uses ;  because  it  is  in  respect  of  the 

satisfaction  of  estate  in  value,  which  creates  the  bar/'    And 

Lord  C.  J.  Lee  has  Miid, ''  It  is  the  use  of  the  fee  simple  that  6T.  R.iio. 

passes  to  the  recovemr  from  tenant  in  tail,  and  which  results  to 

him  and  his  heirs,  if  no  use  is  declared." 

61.  It  follows  from  the  above  principles^  that  where  a  tenant 
in  tail  levied  a  fine,  without  any  declaration  of  uses,  he  acquired 
a  base  fee  descendible  to  his  heirs,  as  long  as  he  had  heirs  of  his 

body;  and  in  the  Case  of  Roe  v.  Popham  it  must  be  presumed  Ant$,i.ii. 
that  the  Court  reasoned  in  this  manner ;  for  upon  the  death  of 
the  tenant  in  tail  without  issue,  the  person  who  had  the  inver- 
sion in  fee  wen  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  estate. 
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Section  I. 

The  object  and  intention  of  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  certainly  origin  of 
was,  to  destroy  that  doable  property  in  land,  which  had  been 
introduced  into  the  English  law  by  the  invention  of  uses.     If, 
therefore^  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  had  been  carried  into 
full  effect,  no  use  could  ever  after  have  existed  for  more  than  an 
instant ;  for  the  moment  a  use  was  created ,  the  statute  would 
have  transferred  the  legal  seisin  and  possession  to  such  use* 
But  the  strict  construction  which  the  Judges  put  on  that  statute  Vangh.so. 
defeated,  in  a  great  measure,  its  effect ;  as  they  determined  that 
there  were  some  uses  to  which  the  statute  did  not  transfer  the 
possession ;  so  that  uses  were  not  entirely  abolished,  but  still 
continued  separate  and  distinct  from  the  legal  estate,  and  were   . 
taken  notice  of  and  supported  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  under 
the  name  of  Trusts. 

2.  A  trust  is,  therefore,  a  use  not  executed  by  the  statute 
27  Hen.  8. ;  for  originally  the  words  use  and  trust  were 
perfectly  synonimous,  and  are  both  mentioned  in  the  statute. 
But  as  the  provisions  of  the  statute  were  not  deemed  co-exten- 
sive with  the  various  modes  of  creating  uses,  such  uses  as  were  i  Blade.  Kep. 
not  provided  for  by  the  statute  were  left  to  their  former  jurisdic- 
tion. 

3.  A  trust  estate  may  be  described  to  be  a  right  in  equity  to  DeKriptkm  of. 
take  the  rents  and  profits  of  lands,  whereof  the  legal  estate  is 

vested  in  some  other  person ;  to  compel  the  person  thus  seised 

of  the  legal  estate,  who  is  called  the  trustee,  to  execute  such 

conveyances  of  the  land  as  the  person  entitled  to  the  profits,  who 

is  called  the  Cestui  que  trust,  shall  direct,  and  to  defend  the  title 

to  the  land.     In  the  mean  time  the  cestui  que  trust,  v/hen  in  i  show.  R.  73. 

possession,  is  considered  in  a  court  of  law,  as  tenant  at  will  to 

the  trustee. 

4.  There  are  three  direct  modes  of  creating  a  trust    The  first  Ante  limited 
arises  from  a  rule  established  in  4  &  5  Phil.  &  Mary,  that  a  use  ^P^*^^^^* 
could  not  be  limited  on  a  use.    The  reason  given  by  Lord  Bacon  Tyneli'seaie* 
for  this  determination  is,  because  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  —  Read.  43.* 
Where  any  person  is  seised  of  any  lands  or  tenements  to  the  use 

of  any  other  person,  which  exclude  uses,  as  they  do  not  fall 
within  either  of  those  descriptions. 
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scomm.  336.        6.  Thus,  on  a  feofiment  to  A.  and  hia  heira,  to  the  oae  of  B. 

and  bis  heira^  in  trust  for  C,  and  bis*  heirs^  it  was  beld  tbat  the 

statute  executed  only  tbe  first  use ;  and  tbat  the  second  was  a 

mere  nullity.    But  as  it  was  evident  that  B.  was  not  intended  to 

be  benefited  by  tbat  conYeyaQoe»  tbe  Court  of  Chancery  took 

cogniiance  of  the  oase,  and  decreed  tbat  B.  should  pay  the  ronta 

and  profits  of  the  land  to  C,  and  axeonte  such  conyeyanees  aa  he 

should  direct. 

Wbetotonev.         g^  j^  ^  aattlement,  lands  were  conveyed  to  trustees  and  ihrnr 

2  P.  Wini.146.  heirs,  to  the  use  of  them  and  their  beira^  to  the  uae  of  A.  B.  for 

Wi^£,^'       life,  &c.    It  was  beld  tbat  the  legal  estate  was  Tested  in  the 

DM^^piii^V  ^>'^^'^^^>  ^^  ^^  ^®  limitations  to  A.  B.,  &c  were  but  tmsta. 
h^m,  6  B.  &  cfr.      7.  Ann  Ratford  conreyed  lands  to  T.  B.  and  his  heiia,  to  the 

305.  ,  ^ 

Alt.  Gen.  v.       ^'^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  heirs,  in  trust  to  permit  the  said  Ann  and  her 
R^isJ^^     bttsband  to  receive  tbe  profits  during  their  Uvea.    Lord  Talbot 

held,  tbat  as  tbe  eatate  was  limited  to  trustees  and  their  hetrs, 
to  the  use  of  tbem  and  their  heirs,  so  that  it  was  actoally  ex* 
eeuted  in  tbem,  whatever  came  afterwards  could  be  looked  upon 
only  as  an  equitable  interest ;  for  there  could  not  be  a  use  upon  a 


Hopkini  V.  H.  8.  [In  a  case  of  devise  tbe  rule  of  oonstruction  was  the  aame. 
Marwood  v.  Thus  where  a  penKm  devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees  and  their 
Trai'^^Hi^  heirs,  to  the  use  of  them  and  their  heirs,  upon  several  trusts ;  it 
wicka,  91.  s.  P.  was  declared  by  Lord  Hard  wick  that  the  legal  estate  was  vested 

in  tbe  trustees,  and  the  subsequent  devisees  took  only  equitable 

interests. 
Tit.  32.  c.  10.      0.  Where  lands  are  conveyed  by  covenant  to  stand  seised, 

14 

bargain  and  sale,  or  by  appointment  under  a  power  to  A.  and  bia 
heirs,  to  tbe  use  of  B.  and  his  heirs,  the  legal  estate  will  vest  in 
A. ;  and  B.  will  take  only  a  trust  or  equitable  estate ;  for  in  each 
of  these  instances,  the  conveyance  does  not  operate  by  transmu* 
See  the  Tablet,  tation  of  the  seisin  to  A. I  but  merely  passes  tbe  use  to  him,  the 
tttpra.p  368.11.  ^{^[^^  remaining  in  the  bargainor,  covenantor,  and  the  releasee, 

tee.  to  uses  in  the  instrument  creating  the  power. 
7  T.  R.  342.*        10.  In  Venables  v.  Morris,  an  estate  was  limited  by  deed  and 

fine  to  the  use  of  tbe  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  and 
their  heirs  during  his  life  to  preserve  oontingent  remainders; 
remainder  to  tbe  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  trustees  and  their 
heirs  (generally,  without  confining  the  limitation  to  the  life  of  the 
wife),  to  preserve  the  contingent  u^es  and  estates  thereinafter 
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limited ;  remainder  to  such  peraons,  8u:.t  as  the  wife  should  ap* 
point,  8u:.  Upon  a  case  sent  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  certified  that  the  trustees  took  the  legal 
estate  in  fee  after  the  determination  of  the  wife 's  life  estate,  and 
that  all  the  subsequent  limitations  were  trusts. 

Lord  Kenyon  obaervesj  upon  the  above  casCi  that  it  Was  abso<-  7  T.  R.  437. 
lutely  necessary  that  the  trustees  should  take  the  legal  fee>  for 
the  wife  in  exercise  of  her  power  of  appointment  might  create 
contingent  remainders,  which  would  require  the  estate  in  the 
trustees  to  support  them. 

11.  The  case  of  Doe  v.  Hicks,  which  is  one  of  devise,  seems  to  7.T.  R.433. 
have  overruled  Boteler  v.  Allington,  and  is  distinguished  from  1  Bra,  C«C«  79. 
VenaUes  v.  Morris,  in  the  material  circumstance  that  there  was  tt6i  mpra. 

no  power  of  appointment  In  Doe  v.  Hicks,  the  estate  waa  de-* 
vised  to  A*  for  life,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  (generally)  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders ;  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  A. 
successively  in  tail  male ;  then  followed  limitations  to  several 
other  tenants  for  life,  to  the  trustees  to  preserve,  and  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male  as  before,  the  limitations  in  every  in- 
stance being  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  (generally) ;  with  the 
ultimate  limitation  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  testator.  The  Court 
of  King's  Bench  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  trustees 
to  take  the  legal  fee,  and  the  intention  of  the  testator  appeared 
to  be,  that  the  estate  limited  to  the  trustees  should  be  confined 
to  the  lives  of  the  tenants  for  life ;  for  if  the  testator  did  not  in-  Nuh  «.  Coates, 
tend  this,  all  the  subsequent  limitations  to  the  trustees  were  ab- 
solutely nugatory,  and  that  the  devise  ought  to  be  construed  ac- 
cordingly. 

12.  But  it  has  been  decided  in  Colmore  v.  Tyndall,  that  in  a  2Yo.&jenr. 
deed,  limitations,  nearly  resembling  those  in  the  above  case  of 

Doe  t;.  Hicks,  do  not  indicate  an  intention  to  give  the  trustees  an 
estate  pur  autre  vie  so  clearly,  as  to  justify  the  court  in  con- 
fining the  limitation  to  the  trustees  to  the  lives  of  the  tenants  for 
life. 

In  Colmore  v.  Tyndall,  after  several  limitations  in  strict  settle 
ment,  among  which,  those  to  the  trustees  to  preserve  were  eon- 
fined  to  the  lives  of  the  tenants  for  life,  the  estate  was  limited  to 
Marianne  Colmore  for  life ;  with  a  contingent  life  estate  to  her 
husband  in  case  she  married ;  remainder  to  the  trustee  and  bis 
heirs  (generally)  to  preserve ;  remainder  to  her  first  and  other' 
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sons  successively  in  tail  male :  then  to  Caroline  Colmore  for  life« 
to  her  husband  if  she  married,  to  the  trustee  and  his  heirs  (gene* 
rally)  to  pi-eserve ;  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male  as 
fore;  with  the  remainder  over  in  fee.  Marianne  Colmore 
unmarried.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  decided  that  the 
legal  fee  vested  in  the  trustees,  after  the  life  estate  of  Candine 
Colmore. 

13.  But  where  in  a  deed,  the  intention  is  apparent  from  the 

subsequent  limitations,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  which  it  becomea 

necessary  to  confine  the  limitation  to  the  trustees  during  the  life 

of  the  tenants  for  life,  there  such  a  construction  will  be  adopted* 

IS  Vm.  89.       To  this  principle  the  case  of  Curtis  t.  Price,  must  be  referred  r 

there  the  estate  was  by  lease  and  release  limited  to  the  husbaiid 
for  life,  to  his  wife  for  life,  if  she  continued  unmarried,  if  not,  to 
trustees  and  their  heirs  (generally)  upon  trust  to  pay  her  an  an^ 
nuity  out  of  the  rents  during  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  to 
apply  the  surplus  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the  marriage, 
and  after  the  decease  of  husband  and  wife  to  the  trustees,  their 
executors,  8&c.,  for  a  term  of  100  years,  for  raising  portions  for 
younger  children,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  wife 
by  the  husband,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  husband* 
Sir  William  Grant,  M.  R.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  limitation  to 
the  trustees  should  be  confined  to  the  life  of  the  wife,  becanse 
the  term  of  100  years  could  not  arise  consistently  with  the  limi- 
tation of  the  entire  fee  to  the  same  trustees.] 
limitttumt  to        14.  The  second  mode  of  creating  a  trust,  arose  from  an  opi- 
orerreiitB,         i^ion  delivered  by  the  judges  in  36  Hen.  8.  that  where  a  person 
Feoffbu^io^^     made  a  feoffment  in  fee,  to  his  own  use,  during  his  Ufe,  and  after 
Um^  62.  his  decease,  that  I.  N.  should  take  the  profits ;  this  was  a  use  in 

I.  N. ;  contrary  if  he  said  that  after  his  death  his  feoffees  should 
take  the  profits,  and  deliver  them  to  L  N.  This  would  be  no 
use  in  I.  N.  because  he  could  have  them  only  by  the  hand  of  the 
feoffees.  Thus  the  feoffees  would  have  the  legal  estate;  and 
consequently  L  N.  could  only  have  a  trust,  which  would  be  en- 
forced in  equity.  ^ 

A  distinction  has  however  been  made  between  a  devise  to  a 
person  in  trust,  to  pay  over  the  rents  and  profits  to  another ;  and 
a  devise  to  a  person,  in  trust  to  permit  another  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits.    In  the  former  case  it  was  held  that  the  lega 
estate  should  continue  in  the  first  devisee,  in  order  that  he  might 
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be  able  to  perform  the  trust :  for  where  he  is  directed  to  pay  over 
the  rents  and  profits^  he  must  necessarily  receive  them ;  but  in 
the  latter  case  it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  legal  estate  is  vested^ 
by  the  statute^  in  the  person  who  is  to  receive  the  rents. 

15.  Lands  were  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  in-  Broughtonv. 
tent  to  permit  A.  to  receive  the  rents  for  his  life,  8cc.     It  was  2Lf.^ym. 
determined  that  this  would  have  been  a  plain  trust  at  common  ^^^  gj-g, 
law ;  and  what  at  common  law  was  a  trust  of  a  freehold  was  ex-  2  Taunu  109. 
ecuted  by  the  statute ;  which  mentioned  the  word  trust,  as  well 

as  use.    And  that  the  case  of  Burchett  v.  Durdant,  which  had  2  Vent  312. 
been  determined  otherwise,  was  not  law. 

16.  Where  an  estate  is  devised  to  trustees,  for  the  separate  use  Tmst  for  the 
of  a  woman ;  the  courts  will,  if  possible,  construe  the  devise  so  a  woman, 
as  to  vest  the  legal  estate  in  the  trustees ;  because  such  a  con- 
struction will  best  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

17.  Lands  were  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  Nevii ». 

a  married  woman  and  her  heirs ;  and  that  the  trustees  should  i  Vem.  415. 
from  time  to  time  pay  and  dispose  of  the  rents  to  the  said  mar^ 
ried  woman,  for  her  separate  use.    The  court  held  it  to  be  a  trust 
only,  and  not  a  use  executed  by  the  statute. 

18.  A  testator  gave  all  the  rents  of  certain  lands  to  a  married  Soath*. 

,    ,  Alley  ne, 

woman,  during  her  life ;  to  be  paid  by  his  executors  into  her  own  5  Mod.  63.  lou 
hands,  without  the  intermeddling  of  her  husband. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  was  of  opinion  that  the  executors 
took  the  legal  estate,  as  trustees  for  the  wife :  but  the  other 
judges  were  of  a  contrary  opinion.  Lord  Holt's  opinion  was 
however  fully  established  in  the  following  case. 

19.  Lands  were  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  to  Say  &  Sel« 

t  •  L  1        "•  Jones, 

pay  several  legacies  and  annuities,  and  then  to  pay  the  surplus  i  Ab.  £q.  383. 

rents  into  the  proper  hands  of  a  married  woman  ;  and  after  her 

decease,  that  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  the 

heirs  of  her  body.     It  was  decreed,  that  this  was  a  use  executed 

in  the  trustees  during  the  life  of  the  married  woman ;  but  that 

after  her  decease,  the  legal  estate  vested  in  the  heirs  of  her  body. 

This  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  after  consulting  3Bro«Parl.Ca. 

the  judges. 

20.  In  the  preceding  case,  the  direction  to  the  trustees  to  pay 
annuities,  and  the  trust  to  pay  the  surplus,  would  have  justified 

the  decree.    But  in  a  modem  case  sent  out  of  Chancery,  an  Harton  «• 
estate  was  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  7Tenn'R.663. 

VOL.  I.  CO 
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See  2  Swan. 
391.  per  Lord 
KldoQ. 


Tnist  to  sell  or 
to  raiie  money. 


Bagshaw  v. 
Speocer, 
1  Ves.  142. 
Collect.  Jut. 
Vol.  1.  378. 
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permit  the  testaior^s  Diece,  wlio  was  married,  to  receive  the  reoU 
during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use.  Lord  Keuyoii  said,  that 
whether  this  were  a  use  executed  in  the  trustees  or  not  must 
depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  devisor.  This  proviftioo  was 
made  ta  secure  to  a  feme  covert  a  separate  allowance,  to  effec- 
tuate which  it  was  essentially  necesBary  that  the  trustees  should 
take  the  estate,  with  the  use  executed ;  £br  otherwise  the  hus- 
band would  be  entitled  to  receive  the  profits,  and  so  defeat  the 
object  of  the  devisor.  The  Court  certified  that  the  legal  estate 
by  way  of  use  executed  in  fee  simple,  vested  in  the  trustees ; 
that  construction  being  necessary  to  give  legal  effect  to  the  tes- 
tator's intention ;  to  secure  the  beneficial  interest  to  the  separate 
use  of  the  feme  covert. 

21.  Where  lands  are  devised  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  sell  or 
mortgage  them,  in  order  to  raise  money  for  payment  of  debts^ 
and  subject  thereto  in  trust  for  a  third  person,  the  trustees  will 
take  the  l^al  estate;  for  otherwise  it  would  not  be  in  their 
power  to  execute  the  trust 

22.  A  person  devised  all  his  lands  to  five  trustees,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  in  trust  that  they  and  their  heirs  should  in  the  first 
place,  by  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the 
premises,  raise  so  much  money  as  should  be  necessary  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts ;  after  payxaent  thereof,  he  gave  the  same 
to  his  trustees  for  600  years,  without  impeachment  of  waste, 
upon  several  trusts.  And  then  proceeded  in  these  words :  **  And 
from  and  after  the  determination  of  the  said  estate  for  years,  then 
I  give  and  devise  all  my  said  lands»  8lc*  unto  my  said  trusteea^ 
their  heirs  and  assigns ;  my  mind  being,  that  my  said  trustees 
shall  be  and  stand  seised  of  the  said  premises  in  trust  for  the 
several  uses,  &c.  after  declared ;  viz.  as  for  one  moiety  of  the 
same  premises  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to  the  use  and  behoof 
of  my  nephew  T.  Bagshaw,  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  &e.'^ 
One  of  the  questions  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  estate  devised 
to  the  nef^w  was  a  legal  or  a  trust  estate. 

Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  the  devise  to  the  nephew  was 
merely  a  trust  in  equity ;  tlie  first  devise  being  to  the  trustees 
and  their  heirsp  it  carried  the  whole  fee  in  point  of  law.  Part  of 
their  trust  was  to  sell  the  whole  or  a  sufficient  part  for  payment 
pf  debts.    This  would  have  carried  a  fee  by  construction  without 
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tbe  word  heirs.    The  coosequenoe  of  this  was,  that  here  being  Wright  v. 
the  whole  fee,  in  law,  devised  to  the  traatees;  no  remainder  of  a  F^D6?Coot. 
legal  eetate  could  be  limited  upon  it ;  and  T,  Bagshaw  took  only  fl!^;^  Yig 
a  truat. 

23.  This  mode  of  conatractiop  ia  adopted  tn  cases  of  deeds,  as 
wdl  aa  in  thai  of  devises. 

24.  Lord  Byron  being  tauunt  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  Keene  v.  , 
son  in  tail,  they  siiflEered  recoveries,  and  conveyed  estates  in  8]^t!248. 
Lancashue  and  Nottinghamshtpe  to  the  oae  of  trustees  and  their 

heirs,  in  trust  to  sell  the  Nottiagiiaauhire  estate  for  payment  of 
debts.  As  to  die  Lancashire  estate,  in  trust  to  sell  it,  and  to 
apply  the  money  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands,  to  be  settled  on 
Losd  Byron  for  life,  remainder  to  his  ton  in  fee.  With  a  proviso 
that  the  rents  should,  till  sale,  be  received  by  the  persons 
who  would  have  been  entitled  to  them,  if  no  recovery  had  been 
suffered. 

It  was  held  that  the  ase  of  the  Lancashire  estate  was  executed 
in  the  trustees :  that  aa  to  the  proviso  that  the  rents,  till  sale, 
should  be  received  as  before,  that  was  nothing  more  than  the  com- 
mon provision  in  such  cases,  aiKi  did  not  carry  the  legal  estate. 

25.  It  is  now  settled  that  where  an  estate  is  devised  to  one,  for  Or  for  any  other 
the  benefit  of  another,  the  oourts  will  execate  the  use  in  the  whicTa  wisin  is 
first  or  second  devisee,  aa  appears  best  to  suit  the  intention  of  the  i^^^essaqr. 
testator,  from -which  it  follows  that  whenever  an  estate  is  devised 

to  trustees,  with  a  requisition  to  do  any  act,  to  which  the  seisin 

and  possession  of  the  legal  estate  is  necessary,  aldiough  they  be  Feame's  Op. 

directed  to  permit  the  rents  and  profits  to  be  received  by  another 

peraon,  still  that  person  will  only   be    entitled    to   a   trust 

eatate ;  for  <idiorwiae  the  trastees  would  not  be  able  to  execute 

the  trust. 

26.  J.  B.  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  three  chapman  v. 
trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust  to  pay  hia  son  Isaac  p^^'  r.  145. 
37i.  qaarterly ;  and  if  be  married  with  consent,  then  double  the 

8«m :  if  be  should  have  any  children,  he  gave  the  residue  of  the 
rants  of  hie  aaid  trust  estate,  to  be  applied,  during  the  life  of  his 
son,  for  the  education  of  such  child  or  children :  he  then  gave 
one  moiety  of  the  trust  estate  to  such  child  or  children  of  his  son 
aa  he  should  leave,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  child  or  children 
of  his  grandson  J.  D. 

c  c  2 
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Ijofd  Talbot  said,  the  whole  depended  on  the  testator's  intent, 

as  to  the  continuance  of  the  estate  devised  to  the  tnistees; 

whether  he  intended  the  whole  legal  estate  to  continue  in  them^ 

or  whether  only  for  a  particular  time  or  purpose.    If  an  estate 

were  limited  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  for  B.  and  his  heirs, 

there  it  is  executed  in  B.  and  his  heirs.     But  where  particular 

things  are  to  be  done  by  the  trustees ;  as  in  this  case,  the  several 

payments  that  were  to  be  made  to  the  several  persons ;  it  was 

necessary  that  the  estate  should  remain  in  them ;  so  long  at 

least  as  those  particular  purposes  required  it. 

Shapiandv.  27.  Lands  were  devised  to  trustees,  upon  trust   that   they 

iBro! C.c. 75.  s^oul^t  every  year,  after  deducting  rates,  taxes,  repairs,  and 

Fearne'sOp.      expenses,  pay  such  clear  sum  as  should  remain  to  A.  B.     Lord 

Thurlow  held  that  the  trustees,  being  to  pay  the  taxes  and 
Vide  2  Cox'i  repairs,  must  have  an  interest  in  the  premises ;  therefore  that  the 
Rep.  146.  jggjj  ^^ate  was  vested  in  them. 

Silvester  v.  28.  A  person  devised  lands  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon 

2  Term'n.  444.  ^^^^t  to  take  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and 

to  apply  the  same  for  the  subsistence  and  maintenance  of  his 
son,  during  his  life.  It  was  determined  that  the  son  had  only 
a  trust 

29.  In  the  case  of  a  devise  to  trustees  for  particular  purposes, 
the  courts  will  consider  the  legal  estate  as  vested  in  the  trustees, 
as  long  as  the  execution  of  the  trust  requires  it,  and  no  longer; 
and  will  therefore,  as  soon  as  the  trusts  are  satisfied,  ccmsider  the 
legal  estate  as  vested  in  the  persons  who  are  beneficially  entitled 
to  it. 
Ante,5,\9.  30.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Say  and  Sele  v.  Jones,  the  legal 

estate  was  held  to  be  vested  in  the  trustees  during  the  life  of  the 

married  woman.    But  upon  her  decease,  it  was  considered  as 

vested  in  the  heirs  of  her  body. 

Doe  V.  31.  So,  where  a  person  devised  to  trustees  all  his  real  estates, 

6^£ast°ie2.       ^rret^  of  rent,  and  a  bond  and  judgment ;  in  trust,  out  of  the 

rents  and  profits  and  arrears  due,  to  pay  an  annuity  of  60/.  to  his 
Doe  v.Timins/i  sister  H.  foT  her  life,  and  another  annuity  of  50/.  to  his  sister  D« 
530^°*  ^o'  Ufe ;  after  payment  thereof,  then  in  trust,  out  of  the  residue 

?Taunu  sS!^'   of  the  rents,  to  pay  to  his  brother  and  nephew  800/.  in  trust 
Doev.  Nichoii,    for  the  benefit  of  the  children    of  another  brother.      After 

payment  of  the  annuities,  and  the  sum  of  800/.  he  devised 
his  estates  to  his  brother  W.  for  life,  &c.    The  testator  fuf- 


Title  Xll.  Trust.  Ch.l.  s.  31-^^5.  389 

ther  gave  the  trustees  a  power  to  grant  building  and  other 
leases. 

It  was  resolved;  that  the  trustees  took  the  legal  estate  for  the 
lives  of  the  annuitants  ;  with  such  a  term  for  years  in  remainder 
as  was  necessary  to  raise  the  800/. ;  and  that»  subject  thereto^ 
the  limitation  for  life  to  W.  took  effect  as  a  legal  limitation. 

32.  But  where  lands  are  devised  to  trustees^  charged  with  the 
payment  of  debts^  upon  trust  for  a  third  person^  the  trustees  will 
not  take  the  legal  estate. 

33.  A  person  devised  his  real  estates,  and  also  his  personal  Kenrick  v. 
estate,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs ;  to  the  intent  that  they  should,  3Bot.&  Pull. 
in  the  first  place,  ^PP^y  ^'^  personal  estate  in  payment  of  his  ^^^* 
debts ;  and  as  to  his  real  estates,  subject  to  his  debts,  he  de- 
vised the  same  to  R.  P.  for  and  during  his  life,  &c. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  this  was  a  mere  devise 
charged  with  the  payment  of  debts ;  for  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  testator  intended  the  trustees  should  be  active  in  paying  the 
debts.  It  would  be  more  convenient  that  the  legal  estate  should 
be  vested  in  the  trustees :  but  this  was  only  an  argument  ab 
inconvenienti,  from  which  they  could  not  construe  the  testator  to 
have  said,  what  in  fact  he  had  not  said. 

34.  Where  an  estate  is  conveyed  or  devised  to  tmstees  and  ^  trustestaie, 
their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  pay  debts  generally,  or  debts  particu-  pavmem  ot 
larly  specified,  and  after  payment  of  such  debts,  in  trust  for  A.  B.  immediai^iy. 
or  in  trust  to  convey  such  parts  of  the  premises  to  A.  B.  as  shall 

remain  unsold ;  A.  B.  has  an  immediate  trust  estate  in  the  sur- 
plus, upon  the  execution  of  the  deed,  or  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor. For  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  payment  of  the  debts  is  not 
a  condition  precedent,  which  must  be  performed  before  the  sub- 
sequent limitation  or  devise  can  take  effect;  but  an  interest 
commencing  at  the  same  time,  and  concurrent  with  the  estate 
given  to  the  trustees.  Because  the  words, ''  after  payment  of 
debts,"  or,  '*  when  the  debts  are  paid,"  only  denote  the  order  or 
course  in  which  the  several  interests  shall  take  place,  in  point  of 
actual  possession  and  perception  of  profits ;  without  preventing 
the  subsequent  estates,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  from  being  Collect.  Jur. 
vested  in  interest,  at  the  same  time  with  those  which  are  prior  Tit.  36. c.  a. 
to  them  in  point  of  limitation. 

36.  The  third  mode  of  creating  a  trust  estate  arises  from  the  Tenns  for  yean 
answer  of  all  the  judges  in  22  Eliz.  upon  a  question  put  to  them  ih|er  369  a?^^' 
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by  the  lord  chancellor^  that  where  a  term  for  yea»  was  granted 
to  A.  to  the  use  of  or  in  trust  for  B.,  the  legal  estate  in  the  tens 
rettaioed  in  A.»  aad  was  not  eiecnled  in  B.  by  the  statute  of 
uses*  For  the  words  of  the  statute  were  :-^''  Where  aay  peraoM 
Bac.  Read.  42.  ig  fgised  to  the  use  of  tnother.**  Whereas  in  this  case  A.  ia  not 
Tit  8.  c.  1.       seised,  not  haying  a  freehold  ;  but  is  only  possessed  of  the  terns, 

the  word  seised  being  only  applicaUe  to  a  fireebold  estate;  so  that 
in  cases  of  this  kind  the  person  to  whose  use  the  term  was  declared 
was  driven  into  the  Court  of  Chancery  ;  where  the  trastee  w«a 
compelled  to  acoottnt  with  him  ton  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
term ;  and  to  assign  it  to  him  when  requiied.  (a) 
Haw  trusts  wtKf      36.  By  the  statute  29  Cha.  2.  c  3.  &  7  Jt  is  enacted, ''  That  all 

declarations  or  creations  of  trusts  or  confidences  of  any  landa^ 


tenements^  or  hereditaments^  shall  be  manifested  and  proved  by 
some  writing,  (b)  signed  by  the  party  who  is  by  law  enabled  to 
declare  such  trust,  or  by  his  last  will  in  writing ;  or  ebe  they 
shall  be  utterly  Yoid»  and  of  none  efiect/' 

37.  A  declaration  of  trust  requires  no  particular  form,(c)  pro* 

vided  it  must  be  proved  or  manifested  in  writing ;  therefore  a 

letter  from  a  trustee,  disclosing  the  trust,  will  be  sufficient.   Aad 

Forster  v.  in  a  modem  case  Lord  Alvanley,  M.  R*  said  it  was  not  required 

3  Yes!  696.        by  the  Statute  that  a  trust  should  be  created  by  writing ;  for  the 

words  of  the  statute  were  very  particular  in  the  clause  respect- 
ing declarations  of  trust.  It  did  not  by  any  means  require  thai 
all  trusts  should  be  created  only  by  writing ;  but  that  they  shouU 
be  manifested  and  proved  by  writing.  Plainly  meaning  that  there 
should  be  evidence  in  writings  proving  that  there  was  such  a 
trust.  Therefore  unquestionably  it  was  not  necessarUy  to  be 
created  by  writing,  but  it  must  be  evidenced  by  writing ;  then 
the  statute  was  complied  with,  and  the  great  danger  of  parol  de- 
clarations, against  which  the  statute  was  intended  to  guard,  was 
12  Vet. 74.        entirely  taken  away;  it  must,  however,  be  proved  m  toio,  not 

only  that  there  was  a  trust,  but  what  iC  was. 

(a)  There  may  he  a  truat  of  a  rent,  at  wdl  m  of  ted  f  ef  wkkh  an  aecooal  wii] 
be  fiven  in  TiUe  XXVIII.  Rtnts. 

(6)  [See  Leman  v.  Whitley.  4  Rusa.  423.] 

(c)  [Id  Weaver  v.  Maule«  2  Roas*  &  M.  97.  it  was  decided,  that  where  a  lord  of  a 
manor  admits  a  tenant  upon  the  trusts  of  an  indenture  referred  to  in  the  surrender,  he 
is  to  be  considered  as  consenting  to  thoae  trests,  and  ia  bovnd  by  them  upon  the  death 
of  the  tniilee  without  an  heir.] 
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38.  Where  a  trast  is  confessed  in  an  amwer  in  Chancery,  il 
wHt  be  sufficient 

99.  A.  in  consideration  of  80/.  conveyed  land  to  B.  absolutely.  Hampton  v. 
A.  brought  a  bill  to  redeem.    B.  by  his  answer  insisted]  that  2  v^288. 
the  conveyance  was  absolute :    but  confessed,   that  after  the 
80lf.  was  paid  with  interest,  it  was  to  be  in  trust  for  the  phantiff 's  CotHngton  v. 
wife  and  children.    This  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  dedaratian  2  A^*!  155. 
of  trust. 

40.  Besides  the  above-mentioned  Arect  modes  of  creating  Resulting  or 
trust  estates,  there  are  severail  other  cases  where  trusts  arise  ^^ 
from  (be  evident  infentioii  of  the  pavttes,  and  the  nature  of  the 
transaction ;  which  are  enft»t!»d  in  equity,  and  usually  calleck 
resulting'  trusts,  ot  trusts  by  implication.    These  ave  expressly 

saved  by  a  clause  in  the  statute  of  frauds,  29  Cha*  2.  o«  3.  a.  8» 

by  which  it  is  provided, — **  That  where  any  conveyance  shall  be 

made  of  any  lands  or  tenements  by  which  a  tmst  ct  confidence 

shall  or  may  arise»  or  result  by  implieatien  or  constructicm  of 

law,  or  be  transferred  or  extinguished  by  an  act  or  operation  of 

law,  then  and  in  every  such  case,  such  trust  or  confidence  shall 

be  of  the  like  force  and  efleot  as  the  same  would  have  been  if 

this  statute  had  not  been  made."    And  it  has  been  held  by 

Lord  Cowper  that  this  clause  mnst  relate  to  trusts,  and  equitable  ^  ^*  Wms.112. 

interests ;  not  to  a  use,  which  is  now  a  legal  estate. 

41 .  Where  a  contract  is  entered  into  for  the  purchase  of  a  real  Contract  for  a 

purchase. 

estate,  a  trust  immediately  results  to  the  purchaser ;  the  vendor  i  Cha.  Ca.  39. 
becomes  a  trustee  for  him  till  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  is  RipieJ*.  * 
made ;  and  the  interest  of  the  vendor  becomes  personalty,  coeh  ^y  ^'^^[^ 
sisting  merely  of  a  right  to  the  purchase  money. 

4|2.  Where  an  estate  is  pmchased  in  the  name  of  one  person.  Purchase  in  the 
and  the  consideration  is  given  or  paid  by  another,  there  is  a  re-  stranger. 
suiting  trust  in  fttvour  of  the  person  who  gave  or  paid  the  con- 
sideration. 

43.  Thus  it  was  resolved  by  the  Coiwt  of  Chancery  in  36  Cha.  Anon. 

2.  that  where  a  man  bought  land  in  another's  name,  and  paid  1  Vem.  10^^ 
the  money,  it  would  be  a  trust  for  him  who  paid  the  money, 
though  no  deed  declaring  the  trust;  for  the  statute  29  Cha«  2. 
did  not  extend  to  trusts  raised  by  operation  of  law. 

44.  Lord  Hardwicke  has  said,  that  where  a  purchase  is  made,  9  Mod.  235. 
the  purchase  money  being  paid  by  one,  and  the  conveyance 

taken  in  the  name  of  another,  there  was  a  resulting  trust  for  the 
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person  who  paid  the  consideration.  This  was  where  the  whole 
consideration  moved  from  such  person.  But  he  never  knew  it» 
where  the  consideration  moved  from  several  persons ;  for  that 
would  introduce  all  the  mischiefs  which  the  statute  of  frauds 
was  intended  to  prevent.  Suppose  several  persons  agreed  to 
purchase  an  estate  in  the  name  of  one,  and  the  purchase  money 
by  the  deed  appeared  to  be  paid  by  him  only ;  he  did  not  know 
any  case  where  such  persons  should  come  into  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  say,  they  paid  the  purchase  money ;  but  it  was 
expected  there  should  be  a  declaration  of  trust. 

45.  In  all  cases  of  this  kind  the  payment  of  the  money  must  be 
proved  by  clear  and  undoubted  evidence  ;  for  otherwise  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  interfere.  But  evidence  of  any  kind,  evetk 
parol  evidence,  is  admissible  to  rebut  a  resulting  trust,  and  to 
shew  a  purchaser's  intention,  that  the  estate  should  belong  to 
the  person  in  whose  name  the  conveyance  was  taken  ;  upon  the 
same  principle  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  rebut  a  re- 
sulting use. 

46.  Thus,  in  a  case  in  1693»  the  counsel  contended  that  where 
there  was  an  express  trust  declared,  though  but  by  parol,  there 
could  be  no  resulting  trust ;  for  resulting  trusts  were  saved  in- 
deed by  the  statute  of  frauds,  but  only  as  they  were  before  that 
act.  Now  a  bare  declaration  by  parol,  before  the  act,  would 
prevent  any  resulting  trust.  The  Court  seemed  to  be  of  that 
opinion. 

47.  A  father  purchased  lands  in  the  names  of  his  younger  son 
and  nephew :  but  in  the  conveyance  the  whole  purchase  money 
was  mentioned  to  be  paid  by  the  father ;  who  took  the  profits 
during  his  life,  and  died,  leaving  the  younger  son  an  infant. 
The  eldest  son  brought  his  bill  against  the  younger  son,  and  the 
nephew ;  insisting  that  the  money  being  mentioned  in  the  deed 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  father,  this  made  the  defendants  trus- 
tees for  the  father ;  consequently  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  resolved  that  parol  evidence  should  be  admitted  to 
shew  the  intention  of  the  father,  that  this  conveyance  was  for  the 
benefit  and  advancement  of  the  younger  son ;  because  it  con- 
curred with  the  conveyance,  and  was  only  to  rebut  a  pretended 
resulting  trust. 

48.  It  was  formerly  doubted  whether  in  the  case  of  a  pur- 
chase made  by  a  trustee,  with  trust  money,  a  resulting  trust 
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would  arise  to  the  person  entitled  to  the  money ;  because  that 
would  be  to  contradict  the  deed  by  parol  evidence^  in  direct  op- 
position to  the  statute  of  frauds.  It  has  however  been  since  de- 
termined that  evidence  aliunde  is  admissible  to  shew  that  the 
purchase  was  made  with  trust-money.  And  where  that  circum- 
stance has  been  clearly  proved,  a  trust  will  result  to  the  person 
entitled  to  the  money. 

49.  A  bill  was  brought  by  the  legatees  of  John  Ryal,  against.  J^'i/i^' 
the  executrix  and  heir  at  law  of  Jonathan  Ryal,  for  satisfaction 
out  of  his  assets,  and  as  against  the  heir  at  law,  to  have  satisfac- 
tion out  of  an  estate  purchased  by  Jonathan  Ryal  as  the  plaintiff 
insisted^  with  the  assets  of  John  RyaU  the  original  testator.  The 
defendant,  the  executrix,  admitted,  that  as  to  one  particular  es- 
tate, it  appeared  by  her  testator's  papei-s,  that  it  was  purchased 
with  260/.  of  the  testator's  money.  Proof  was  read  that  Jona- 
than Ryal»  after  the  testator's  death,  purchased  several  estates, 
and  before  that  time  was  a  poor  person,  not  able  to  pay  for  them 
out  of  his  own  money.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insisted 
that  the  heir  at  law  was  to  be  considered  as  a  trustee  for  them, 
as  far  as  the  estate  appeared  to  be  purchased  with  the  assets  of 
John  Ryal.  On  the  other  side  it  was  contended  that  money 
could  not  be  followed  into  land. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the  Court  had  been  very  cautious  in  fol- 
lowing money  into  land :  but  had  done  it  in  some  cases*  No  one 
would  say  but  the  Court  would,  if  it  was  actually  proved  that  the 
money  was  laid  out  in  land.  The  doubt  with  the  Court  in  these 
cases  had  been  on  the  proof.  There  was  difficulty  in  admitting 
proof;  parol  proof  might  let  in  perjury :  but  it  had  always  been 
done,  when  the  fact  had  been  admitted  in  the  answer  of  the  per- 
son laying  it  out.  If  the  executor  of  John  Ryal  had  been  a 
party,  and  admitted  it,  there  would  have  been  no  doubt :  but 
the  admission  was  by  his  representative,  which,  though  it  did 
not  bind  the  heir,  was  ground  for  inquiry.  The  way  of  charging 
the  heir  was  by  considering  him  as  a  trustee ;  as  when  lands 
were  purchased  by  one,  in  the  name  of  another,  it  was  a  resulting 
trust  by  law,  and  out  of  the  statute ;  and  upon  inquiry  a  little 
would  do  to  make  it  a  charge  pro  tanto. 

It  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the  estate 
was  purchased  with  260/.  of  the  testator's  money,  or  not. 

60.  Although  a  trustee  for  a  purchase  should  buy  land ;  yet 
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it  wilt  not  be  fiaUe  to  th€  trufft,  aniesa  there  are  circnimtances 
affording  a  strong  pieftumptioR  (bat  the  knd  was  bought  with 
the  tmst-oioney. 

51.  T.  Lockyer  baring  a  oonsidenible  property  devised  to  him, 
in  trust  to  lay  it  ont  in  the  purchase  of  huids,  bonght  several 
real  estates,  but  died  without  peisonal  assets.  A  bill  was  filed 
by  those  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  estates  (fireeted 
to  be  pmrebased,  praying  that  the  deficiency  of  the  personal 
estate  of  Lockyer  should  be  made  good  out  of  the  real  estates 
which  he  had  purchased.  There  was  no  eridenoe  that  the  lands 
were  porehased  with  the  trust  money.  It  was  contended  on 
behalf  of  the  piaintiffs,  that  where  a  man  is  bound  to  do  an  act 
and  doea  what  may  enable  him  to  do  it,  be  shall  be  taken  to 
have  done  that,  in  pursuance  of  what  he  was  bound  to  do;  and 
that  between  representatives. 

Lord  Rosslyn  declared  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  lien  on  the 
estates  purchased  by  Lockyer ;  being  creditora  by  simple  coa- 
trset  only.  If  there  had  been  any  ground  to  presume  that  the 
purchase  had  been  made  with  the  trust  money,  it  would  have 
b6en  otherwise. 

On  a  bill  of  review,  the  decree  was  affirmed  by  Lord  Eldon. 

62.  Where  the  legal  estate  in  lands  is  conveyed  to  a  stranger, 
without  any  consideration,  there  arises  a  resulting  trust  to  the 
original  owner;  in  conformity  to  the  old  doctrine,  that  where  a 
feoffment  was  made  without  consideration,  the  use  resulted  to  the 
feonbr. 

63.  The  Duke  of  Norfolk  executed  a  grant  of  the  next  avoid- 
ance of  a  church  to  a  clei^yman,  who  was  much  empleyed  by 
him :  but  the  grantee  knew  nothing  of  rC ;  and  being  examined 
in  a  cause,  deposed  that  he  did  not  purchase  it  of  the  duke.  It 
was  decreed  to  be  a  resufting  trust  for  the  grantor,  there  being 
no  trust  declared. 

64.  In  the  case  of  voluntary  settlements  and  wills,  if  there  is 
no  declaration  of  the  trust  of  a  term,  it  results  to  the  settlor : 
otherwise  where  it  is  a  settlement  for  a  valuable  consideration, . 
and  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  for  the  benefit  of  a  wife  or 
children. 

65.  Where  the  legal  estate  in  lands  is  conveyed  to  a  trustee, 
and  a  trust  is  declared  as  to  part  only,  nothing  being  said  of 
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the  rest;  what  renudoa  imdispoaed  of  retuUs  to  the  ofiginftl 
owner. 

56.  Lord  Foley  dei^eed  hk  estates  to  trudees  ibt  •  term  of  Davidson «. 
ninety-nine  years,  remtindcar  to  Im  eldest  son  for  life,  remainder  ^^^y* 
to  bis  first  and  otbef  sons  in  tail,  remaindef  to  his  second  son  Sidney  v. 
in  the  same  manner.    The  trast  of  the  term  for  years  was  to  pay  19  v^!  352. 
off  certain  scheduled  debts,  and  to  make  an  annual  aUowsnee  to 
hie  two  sons  for  their  svpfiovt.    The  scheduled  debts  being  stated 
to  be  paid,  a  biU  was  filed  by  other  cRditora  of  tks  soos  of  the 
testator,  against  the  tmslees,  piraying  that  the  term  msght  be 
declared  to  be  attendaait  osi  the  inetitancev  &nd  the  tnssteea  re- 
strained from  setting  op  the  teras  to  defeat  any  ejectment  or 
other  remedy  which  the  plaintiffs  might  be  advieed  to  parsuo 
for  the  reco¥ery  of  their  debts. 

Lord  Thurlow  said,  the  rule  of  law  was,  tiiat  where  the  trvstst 
of  a  term  were  exhausted,  a  trust  resulted,  for  want  of  a  farther 
disposition,  to  the  legal  tenants.     In  his  judgment  these  must  Habei^bam 


be  resulting  trusts,  and  therefiore  must  go  to  the  tenant  for  life.    2  Va!?uD'204 

• 

57.  In  the  same  manner  where  the  whole  of  an  estate  is  con-*  Or  which  caa- 
veyed  for  particular  purposes,  or  on  particular  tmsta  only,  which  p|^q  ^q^ 
by  accideiit  or  otherwise  cannot  take  effect,  a  trust  wiiA  result  to  !i^'?.1^-  »^ 

^  .  '  3P.  W111S.2O. 

the  original  owner,  or  hn  heir ;  as  where  a  testator  demises  real  Gnvenor  v. 
estates  to  trustees^  in  trust  to  sell,  add  to-  apply  the  money  in  a  Amb!  643. 
particular  manner ;  and  auch  purpose  cannot  be  effidcted,  tlM  fund, 
though  money  will  be  considered  as  bad,  and  vesidt  to  the  heir. 

58.  A  woman  devised  her  real  and  personal  estate  to  tf  uslees*, 

in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  debts  and  legacies ;  and  to  pay  the  residue  i>igbjr  «*  Le- 
to  five  persons,  to  be  equally  divided  between  thens.    One  of  the  22. ».    '    "^' 
residuary  legatees  died  in  the  life-time  of  the  testatrix,  by  wbicb 
her  legacy  became  lapsed. 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Bathurat,  that  this  waa  a  i^ultin^ 
trust,  as  to  the  share  of  the  person  who  died  in  the  Hfe-iime  of  Ackroyd  a. 
the  testatrix,  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir.  1  BtikR.'  500. 

59.  The  rule  that  where  lands  are  devised  for  a  particular  ^^^^ 
purpose,  what  remains  after  that  purpose  is  satisfied  results  to  Exception. 
the  heir«  admits  of  several  exceptions. 

60.  R.  Smith  devised  an  advowson  to  Grace  Smith,  witting 

and  desiring  her  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  to  £ton  Colkge ;  Hill  v.  Epis. 
and,  on  their  refusal,  to  Trinity  College,  Oxford,  &c.    Soon  after  ^^^^^gig. 
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the  death  of  the  testator,  Grace  Smith  presented  a  persoD  to  the 
living ;  upon  which  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator  filed  their  bill, 
praying  that  the  Ushop  might  be  enjoined  from  accepting  the 
presentee  of  Grace  Smith  ;  insisting  that  the  testator  did  not  iu- 
tend  the  then  avoidance  should  go  to  Grace  Smith  ;  but  that  she 
ought  to  be  considered  altogether  as  a  trustee  for  the  heirs  at  law 
of  the  testator. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  the  general  question  was,  whether  there 
was  a  resulting  trust  or  not :  on  the  first  hearing  he  inclined  to 
think  there  was,  but  he  had  changed  his  opinion  entirely.    The 
general  rule,  that  where  lands  were  devised  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, what  remained  resulted,  admitted  of  several  exceptions.    If 
J»  S.  devised  lands  to  A.  to  sell  them  to  B.  for  the  particular  ad- 
vantage of  B.,  that  advantage  is  the  only  purpose  to  be  served, 
according  to  the  intent  of  the  testator  ;  and  to  be  satisfied  by 
the  mere  act  of  selling,  let  the  money  go  where  it  will.    Yet 
there  was  no  precedent  of  a  resulting  trust  in  such  a  case.    Nor 
was  there  any  warrant  from  the  words  or  intent  of  the  testator  to 
say,  the  devise  severed  the  beneficial  interest,  but  was  only  an 
injunction  on  the  devisee  to  enjoy  the  thing  devised  in  a  parti- 
cular manner.    If  A.  devised  lands  to  J.  S.,  to  sell  for  the  best 
price  to  B.,  or  to  lease  for  three  years  at  such  a  fine ;  there  was 
no  resulting  trust.    So  that  the  devise  here  amounted  to  no  more 
than  this:  — the  testator  gave  the  advowson   to  G.  Smith, 
but  if  such  or  such  a  college  would  buy  it,  then  he  laid  an 
injunction  upon  her  to  sell ;  therefore,  there  were  two  objects  of 
the  testator's  benevolence ;  Grace  Smith,  and  the  Colleges. 

61.  Where  a  person  makes  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  to 
trustees,  upon  such  trusts,  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes  as 
he  shall  appoint,  and  never  makes  an  appointment,  there  will  be 
a  resulting  trust  to  him  and  his  heirs.  For  the  trust  in  equity 
must  follow  the  rules  of  law  in  the  case  of  a  use. 

62.  It  has  been  long  settled,  that  where  a  trustee  takes  a 
renewal  of  a  lease  in  his  own  name,  the  renewed  lease  shall,  in 
equity,  be  subject  to  the  former  trust.  This  doctrine  is  founded 
on  general  policy  to  prevent  fraud  ;  for,  as  the  trustee's  situation, 
in  respect  to  the  estate,  gives  him  access  to  the  landlord,  it 
would  be  dangerous  to  permit  him  to  make  use  of  that  circum- 
stance for  his  own  benefit. 

63.  A  lease  of  the  profits  of  Romford  market  was  devised  to  a 
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trustee,  in  trust  for  an  infant ;  before  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
the  trustee  applied  to  the  lessor  for  a  renewal,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infant,  which  he  refused  ;  in  regard  that  it  being  only  the 
profits  of  a  market;  there  could  be  no  distress ;  and  the  only 
security  for  payment  of  the  rent  would  be  a  covenant,  which  the 
infant  could  not  enter  into.  The  trustee  then  took  a  lease  for 
his  own  benefit 

It  was  decreed  by  Lord  King  that  the  lease  should  be  assigned 
to  the  infant :  that  the  trustee  should  account  for  the  profits, 
since  the  renewal,  and  be  indemnified  from  the  covenants  in  the 
lease.    He  said  he  must  consider  this  as  a  trust  for  the  infant ; 
Tor  if  a  trustee,  on  a  refusal  to  renew,  might  have  a  lease  to  him-  Blewett  v. 
self,  few  trust  estates  would  be  renewed  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  i  Bio.  Pari. 
That  the  trustee  should  rather  have  let  it  run  it  out,  than  hav6  KOiiiliv. 
taken  a  lease  himself.    It  might  seem  hard  that  the  trustee  was  f^^^'    , 

.  4  Bro.C.C.161* 

the  only  person  of  all  mankind  who  could  not  have  the  lease :  James  v.  Dean, 

11  Ves  383 

but  it  was  very  proper  that  rule  should  be  strictly  pursued,  and  Fitzgibbon  v.* 
not  in  the  least  relaxed.     For  it  was  very  obvious  what  would  be  ^^"261 
the  consequence  of  letting  trustees  take  leases,  on  a  refusal  to 
renew  to  the  cestui  que  trust. 

64.  This  doctrine  has  been  extended  to  the  case  of  per*  Or  by  persons 
sons  having  only  a  particular  and  limited  interest  in  a  leasehold  p^cular  ^  ^ 
estate.  •^•*- 

65.  Thus  where  a  tenant  for  life  of  a  crown  lease,  under  Taaterv.Mar- 
a  marriage  settlement,  got  a  reversionary  renewal  of  the  lease ;  7^^^™'*'  ^^' 
it  was  decreed  by  SirT.  Sewell,  M.  R.,  that  it  should  go  to  the  Lee».  Vemon, 
uses  of  the  settlement;  and  the  decree  was  affirmed  by  Lord  Ca.16. 
Camden. 

66.  Where  any  fraud  is  committed  in  obtaining  a  convey^  Wberetbereis 
ance  of  real  property,  the  grantee  in  such  conveyance  will  be  2  Atk.  150. 
considered,  in  equity,  as  a  trustee  for  the  person  who  has  been 
defrauded. 

67.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  statute  of  uses  does  not  Jrosts  of  Copy- 

holds. 

extend  to  copyhold  estates;  therefore,  if  a  copyhold  is  sur- 
rendered to  A.  to  the  use  of  B.,  the  legal  estate  will  not  be 
transferred  to  B.  But  he  will  be  entitled*  in  equity  to  the 
rents  and  profits;  and  to  call  on  A.  for  a  surrender  of  the 
estate. 

68.  It  appears  to  have  been  held  in  a  modern  case,  that  copy-  Doe  v.Oan^en, 
holds  are  not  within  the  seventh  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds^  Afa9,%.9d. 
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£dr  this  applies  ooly  to  cases  where  ttie  legal  and  equitable 

estates  are  separated.    Bat  there  may  be  a  resalttn^  er  implied 

trust  of  a  copyhold,  as  well  as  of  a  freehold  estate. 

Howe  v.  Howe,       ^.  Thtts  were  copyhold  estates  aie  .  graated  for  livee,  the 

Right'^v.  Baw-   p^rsoa  wbo  pays  the  eoosidemtion  viU  be  desoed  the  real  owner ; 

deD»3£asu2G0.  ^^^  ^^  other  peooos,  whose  Barnes  are  ioesTtad  in  the  gn«t, 

trustees  for  him. 
Bei^ferv.Brew,      70.  Copyhold   Isads  Were   grautsd   to  husbaiid   and  wife, 

aad  J.  S.,  for  their  several  livee»  mec€$m>e ;  but  by  the  copy 
it  appeared  that  the  fiae  was  the  taoney  of  the  hasbaod  and 
wife* 

Lord  Macdesftdd  said,  the  third  person  <J.  8«)  was  but  a 
trustee  lor  the  husbaud  and  wife,  by  whom  the  pundiase  moner 
was  paid. 
withen  v.  7 1.  By  the  castom  of  the  manor  of  A.,  copyhcdda  were  grant 

An*,  isi.        ^^^  f^  three  lives,  succemisi  mcui  fwmmantur.     One  Price 

being  the  last  life  in  aa  old  copy,  the  lord  of  the  maaor  advised 
hiia  to  renew.  Upoa  that  he  enquired  after  two  healthy  young 
peiBoas,  and  aaiaed  the  defendants,  Harris  and  Bowles  ;  a  c<^y 
was  granted,  to  hold  to  them  successivi.  It  also  appeared  on  the 
copy,  that  the  fine,  which  was  120/.,  was  paid  by  Price ;  and 
that  the  defendants  were  strangers  to  Piice. 

Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion,  that  resulting  trusts  of  oopy- 

boUs,  as  well  as  of  freeholds,  were  within  the  eighth  section  of 

vS!^  ^tfS*^'  ^*^^v^  of  fnauds;  therefioro  that  the  representatives  of  Price 

were  entitled  to  the  copyhold  by  operation  of  law. 
2  Black.  U«694.      72.  In  a  modem  case,  the  Ckwrt  of  SLing's  Bench  observed 

that  in  the  West  it  was  usual,  upon  copyholds  for  Uvea,  for  the 

ces^aii  fue  trust  to  take,  in  the  order  ia  which  thay  stood  in  the 

oopy :  but  the  person  wbo  pat  in  the  lives,  and  paid  the  fine, 

had  a  power  to  dispose  of  the  eotate. 

Aparchaiein         73.  Where  a  father  purchases  lands  in  the  name  of  his  infiuit 

cliSd  is  an  ad-    cbUd,  without  any  declaration  of  treat,  and  takes  the  profits 

Tancement.        duiing  the  minority  of  the  child^sudi  purchase  will  be  ooa^ 

sidered  in  equity  as  an  advancement  for  the  chfld,  and  not  as  a 
GnycGrey,  tmst  for  the  father.  Because  between  a  fiaither  and  his  child, 
FiDch'R.'34i.'    blood  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  rsise  a  use.    And  herein  the 

law  of  trusts  does,  as  it  ought  to  do,  agree  with  the  law  of  usee. 
For  if  befbrs  the  statute  27  Hen.  6.  a  fiither  had  made  a  feoff- 
ment to  his  son,  without  any  constderation,  no  use  would  have 
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resulted  to  the  father^  because  blood  was  a  sufficient  oonsidemtion 
to  have  vested  the  use  in  the  son.  Besides^  as  a  father  is  bound 
by  the  law  of  nature  to  provide  for  his  child,  liie  purchasing  in 
bis  name  will  be  construed  in  a  court  of  equity  to  be  a  perfonnr 
ance  of  that  obligation ;  and  the  takii^  of  tbe  rents  during  the 
minority  of  the  child,  onjy  implies  that  the  &tber  acted  as 
guardian  to  his  diild. 

74,  J.  Mumma  purchased  a  copyhold  in  tbe  Aama  of  bis  Mnmma  v. 
eldest  son^  an  infant  of  about  eleven  years  old,  laid  out  40(M»  ia  2  Vm.^9. 
improvements,  paid  the  purchase  money  and  the  flnes^  sad  e»- 
joyed  it  during  his  life.  He  surrendered  to  the  use  of  hie  wiU, 
devised  it  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his  yoimger  children, 
and  made  other  provisions  for  his  eldest  son.  Upon  the  death 
of  the  fiitber,  tbe  eldest  ton  recovered  this  oo^hold  in  ejects 
ment.  The  widow  brought  a  bill  to  be  relieved  upon  tbe  prin- 
ciple that  the  eldest  son  was  a  trustee  for  the  father* 

Lord  Chancellor  Jefiferies  declared,  that  as  the  eldest  son  was 
but  an  infant  at  the  time  of  tibe  purchsee,  though  the  father  did 
enjoy  during  his  lifsi,  it  must  be  considered  as  an  advancement 
for  the  son,  and  not  a  trust  for  tbe  father. 

76.  In  the.  case  of  Lamplugh  v.  Lamplugh,  it  was  resolved,  jluu,  %.  ai. 
that  if  the  purchase  bad  been  made  in  the  younger  aon^s  name 
only,  it  had  been  plainly  an  advancement  for  him,  and  no  trusL 
That  the  case  did  not  difier,  in  regaid  the  persons  named  by 
him  did  disclaim ;  especially  since  prudential  reasons  might  be 
given  why  those  persons  were  joined  :  namely,  that  they  might 
help  and  protect  the  in&nt  younger  son ;  also  to  prevent  the 
estates  descending  to  a  remote  relation,  in  case  the  younger  son 
died  before  his  father.  For  in  such  case  a  court  of  equity  would 
have  saidy  if  the  father  were  to  come  for  Ae  estate^  though  this 
wouU  have  been  an  advancement,  in  case  the  younger  son  had 
lived  to  have  enjoyed  it,  yet  the  younger  son  dyiog,  the  trustee 
should,  in  equity,  have  conveyed  it  back  to  the  father.  And 
this  might  be  the  use  and  intention  of  naming  these  trustees* 
Besides^  the  younger  son  being  but  eight  years  old,  was  unfit  to 
be  a  trustee,  therefore  must  be  intended  to  have  be0a  named  for 
his  own  benefiL 

76.  A  father  purchased  copyhold  lands  in  hia  son's  name,  who  Taylor  v.Taylor, 
was  then  eighteen  years  of  agc^  and  continued  in  possession  till 
his  death. 
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Lord  Hardwicke.  — 'M  am  of  opinion  that  it  should  be  CGa> 
sidered  as  an  advancement  for  the  son ;  and  found  my  opinion 

74  S'^^^^^y  ^^  ^®  ^^^^  of  Mumma  v.  Mumma :  and  though  two 
receipts  are  produced  under  the  son's  hand,  for  the  use  of  the 
father,  I  think  that  will  not  alter  the  case ;  for  the  son,  being 
then  under  age,  could  give  no  other  receipt  in  discharge  of  the 
tenants,  who  held  by  lease  from  the  father.  And  in  this  case  I 
am  of  opinion  that  parol  evidence  may  be  admitted,  though. 
Dyer  0.  Dver,  indeed,  improper  when  o£Pered  against  the  legal  operation  of  a 
2  Coke's  R.  92.  ^jjj^  ^j.  ^^  implied  trust :  but  here  it  is  in  support  of  law  and 

equity  too/' 
Scroop  V.  77.  A  purchase  by  a  father  in  his  own  name  and  that  of  his 

1  Cha!ca.  27.    ^^^  ^^^*  ^^  some  cases,  been  deemed  an  advancement  for  the 

son,  not  a  trust  for  the  lather.     But  this  doctrine  has  been 
altered ;  and  it  has  been  held,  that  in  such  a  case  a  moiety  of 
the  estate  will  be  subject  to  the  father's  debts. 
Sdieman  v.  78.  A  father  made  a  purchase  of  land  in  his  own  name,  and 

2  Atk^477.        ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  eldest  son,  and  their  heirs ;  and  a  similar  purchase 

in  his  own  name  and  that  of  his  younger  son.  The  father  paid 
the  purchase-money,  and  continued  in  possession  till  the  time  of 
his  death.  A  judgment  creditor  of  the  father's  brought  his  bill 
to  have  satisfaction  of  his  debt  out  of  those  estates.  It  was 
insisted  that  the  sons  took  them  to  their  own  use  as  an  advance- 
ment, and  were  not  trustees  for  their  father. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said»  —  The  general  rule  had  been  admitted, 
and  had  been  long  the  doctrine  of  the  Court,  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  father  paid  the  whole  money,  yet  if  the  purchase  was 
made  in  the  name  of  a  younger  son,  the  heir  of  the  father  shonld 
not  insist  it  was  a  trust  for  the  father.  But  this  case  differed 
from  that  rule,  or  any  other  that  he  remembered ;  and  if  he 
could  find  any  material  difference,  he  should,  in  his  own  judg-* 
ment,  be  inclined  to  relieve  the  creditor.  For  though  it  might 
be  proper  sfare  decisis:  yet  he  thought  the  case  had  gone  far 
enough  in  favour  of  advancements,  and  he  ought  not  carry 
it  farther.  It  must  be  admitted  that  in  some  cases  which 
had  been  before  the  Court,  the  father  had  continued  in 
possession,  where  the  purchase  had  been  made  singly  in  the 
name  of  the  son,  and  yet  held  an  advancement  for  the  son ; 
and  for  this  reason,  because  the  father  was  the  natural  guardian 
of  the  sons  during  their  minority.    Here  the  purchase  was  in 
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the  names  of  the  father  and  sons  as  joint-tenants ;  now  this  did 
did  not  answer  the  purpose  of  an  advancement,  for  it  entitled 
the  father  to  the  possession  of  the  whole  till  a  division,  and  to  a 
moiety  absolutely,  even  after  a  division ;  besides  the  father's 
taking  a  chance  to  himself  of  being  a  survivor  of  the  other  moiety. 
If  the  son  had  died  during  his  minority  the  father  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  whole  by  survivorship ;  and  the  son  could 
not  have  prevented  it  by  severance,  he  being  an  infant.  Suppose 
a  stronger  case,  that  the  father  had  taken  an  estate  by  purchase 
to  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son  in  fee, — ^should  this 
prevail  against  the  creditors?  No,  certainly  ;  for  the  defehdant's 
father  having  the  profits  for  life,  and  the  son  only  a  remainder, 
the  estate  would  have  been  liable.  A  material  consideration  for 
the  plaintiff  was,  that  the  father  might  have  other  reasons  for 
purchasing  in  joint-tenancy,  namely,  to  prevent  dower  on  the 
estate,  and  other  charges.  Then  consider  how  it  stood  in  respect 
to  the  creditor.  A  father  here  was  in  possession  of  the  whole 
estate,  and  must  necessarily  appear  to  be  the  visible  owner  of  it, 
and  the  creditor  would  have  had  a  right,  by  virtue  of  an  e/egtV, 
to  have  laid  hold  of  a  moiety  ;  so  that  it  differed  extremely  from 
all  the  other  cases.  Now  it  was  very  proper  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  should  let  itself  loose,  as  far  as  possible,  in  order  to 
relieve  a  creditor,  and  ought  to  be  governed  by  particular  cir- 
bumstances  of  cases :  and  what  could  be  more  favourable  to  the 
plaintiff  than  that  eveiy  foot  of  the  estate  was  covered  by  these 
purchases  ?  and  unless  the  Court  let  him  in  upon  these  estates, 
the  plaintiff  had  no  possibility  of  being  paid.  Decreed,  that  a 
moiety  of  these  purchases  was  liable  to  the  debt. 

79.  A  purchase  by  a  grandfather  in  the  name  of  his  grand-  Ebrand  p. 
child,  provided  the  father  be  dead,  in  which  case  the  grand-  2ChT.'ca.  26. 
children  are  in  the  immediate  care  of  the  grandfather,  will  be  ^'^yll''  ^^' 

1^1  IP.  W  ms.  608. 

deemed  an  advancement  for  the  grandchild,  not  a  trust  for  the 
grandfather. 

80.  Where   a  person  purchased  a  copyhold  estate  in  the  Feam'iOp. 
names  and  for  the  lives,  of  his  three  natural  children,  who  were 
admitted,  and  described  as  his  daughters  in  the  admission, 

Mr.  Fearne  inclined  to  the  (pinion  that  the  daughters  were  entitled 
to  the  estate  for  their  own  use :  because  every  man  is  under  a 
natural  obligation  to  provide  for  such  children. 

VOL,  I.  D  D 
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Exception.  81.  It  is  Said  by  Lord   Nottingbam,   tbat  where  a  son  is 

emanc^ted.  married  ID  tbe  life  of  his  father^  and  by  him  fully  advanced  and 
£1^1  mit  ®™*^<^*P^^>  t'^®'"®  ^  purchase  by  the  father  in  the  name  of  his 
2  Cha.  Ca.33K  SOU  may  be  a  trust  for  the  father  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  in 

1  Ves.'76.  '      the  name  of  a  stranger ;  because  in  that  case  all  presumptions 

or  obligations  of  advancement  cease.  But  where  the  son  is  not 
advanced,  or  but  advanced  or  emancipated  in  part,  there  is  no 
room  for  any  construction  of  a  trust  by  implication  ;  and  with- 
out dear  proofs  to  the  contrary,  it  ought  to  be  taken  as  advance- 
ment of  the  son. 
lex  Fneterio,         82.  It  is  also  Said  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  that  if  a  father 

271. 

purchases  in  the  name  of  his  son,  who  is  of  full  age,  which  by 
the  English  law  is  an  emancipation  out  of  the  power  of  the 
father;  there,  if  the  father  takes  the  profits,  or  lets  leases,  or 
acts  in  any  other  manner  as  the  owner  of  the  estate,  the  son  will 
be  considered  as  a  trustee  for  the  father;  because  there  is  the 
same  resulting  trust,  as  if  the  son  were  a  stranger,  since  it  was 
purchased  with  the  father's  money.  But  if  the  father  had  let 
the  son  continue  in  possession  from  the  time  of  the  purchase, 
without  acting  as  owner,  it  would  be  an  advancement  For  the 
legal  interest  being  in  the  son,  and  the  father  permitting  him  to 
act  as  owner  of  the  estate,  from  the  time  of  the  purchase,  did  as 
much  declare  the  trust  for  the  advancement  of  the  son,  as  if  it 
had  been  declared  in  express  words  in  the  deed. 

Andalaoawife.      83.  A  wife  Cannot  be  a  trustee  for  her  husband;  therefore  if 

a  husband  purchases  lands  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  it  shall  be 
presumed,  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  an  advancement  and  pro- 
vision for  the  wife. 

Kingdom  v.  84.  A  married  man  purchased  a  walk  in  a  chase,  and  took 

2  Veni!'67.        ^^®  patent  to  himself  and  bis  wife,  and  J.  S.  for  their  lives,  and 

the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of  them.     Lord  Chancellor  Jefieries 

held,  that  this  should  be  presumed  an  advancement  and  pro- 

Tision  for  the  wife;  for  she  could  not  be  a  trustee    for  her 

husband.      Decreed  to  the  wife  for  life;  and  if  J.  S.  should 

survive  her,  then  to  be  a  trust  for  the  executors  of  the  husband. 

Back  r.  Ad-  85.  A  husband  purchased  a  copyhold,  to  himself,  his  wife, 

Cha!*i.  ^^^  ^^^  daughter,  and  their  heirs.    It  was  held  to  be  an  advance- 

2  Vera.  120.      ment,  and  not  a  trust ;  and  that  a  mortgage  by  the  husband 

should  not  bind  the  lands  after  his  decease,  in  the  life  time  of 
the  wife  and  daughter. 
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86.  There  can  be  no  resulting  or  implied  trust  between  a  lessor  No  trust  be- 
and  his  lessee,  because  every  lessee  is  a  purchaser  by  his  contract  ^^  luaea. 
and  his  covenants ;  which  excludes  all  possibility  of  implying  3  ^{"^V* 
a  trust  for  the  lessor.    Therefore  if  in  that  case  there  be  any  Pari  Ca.  383. 
trust  at  all,  it  must  be  declared  in  writing ;  but  there  may  be  a  Hutchins  v. 
resulting  or  implied  trust  between  the  assignor  and  assignee  of  a       ' 
leasehold  estate. 

87.  [Notwithstanding  the  dM;^tfm  of  Lord  Hardwick  in  the  case  Tragts  ezecatad 
of  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer,  that  all  trusts  were  in  notion  of  law  from  uiists  ex- 
executory  (and  which  has  been  controverted  by  Fearne  with  his  2^A^'246 
usual  ability),  the  distinction  is  now  well  established  between  ^^3.  1  Coll. 

,  ,  .  Jurid.  413. 

trusts  executed  and  trusts  executory,  m  marriage  articles  and  Rem.i4i.Ed. 
wills.  ®- 

88.  Where  the  devise  or  trust  is  directly  and  wholly  declared  Tit  32.  c.  20. 
by  the  testator  or  settlor,  so  as  to  attach  on  the  lands  imme- 
diately, under  the  deed  or  will  itself,  it  is  a  trust  executed  and 
complete ;  and  must  be  construed  strictly  according  to  its  legal 

import,  and  in  analogy  to  corresponding  limitations  of  legal 
estates :  but  where  the  devise,  trust,  or  agreement  is  directory 
or  incomplete,  describing  the  intended  limitation  of  some 
future  conveyance  or  settlement  directed  to  be  made  for  effectu- 
ating it,  there  the  trust  is  executory ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  not  construe  the  devise  or  articles  strictly,  but  will  en-  1  Jac.  &  Walk. 
deavour  to  discover  the  intention,  and.  execute  the  trust,  accord- 
ing to  that  intention.] 

89.  When  trusts  were  first  introduced,  it  was  held  that  none  who  may  be 
but  those  who  were  capable  of  being  seised  to  a  use  could  be  i"v^463 
trustees.    This  has  been  altered ;  and  it  is  now  settled,  that  the  ^  Comm.  438* 
king  may  be  a  trustee :  but  the  remedy  against  him  is  in  the 

Court  of  Exchequer. 

90.  A  corporation  may  also  be  a  trustee,  not  only  from  its  Mayor  of  Co- 
own  members,  but  also  for  third  persons.    And  where  a  corpo-  GenwaV7*iiro. 
ration  is  a  trustee,  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  the  same  iuris-  ^^^1*  ^^-  2^* 

,.     .  .  '  .  -^  •'  2  Ves.  jiin.  46. 

diction  over  it  as  over  a  private  person. 

91.  When  once  a  trust  is  sufficiently  created,  it  will  fasten  iVes.  4<»8. 
itself  on  the  estate.    Therefore  if  a  conveyance  or  devise,  by 

which  a  trust  is  created,  becomes  void  by  the  incapacity  or 
death  of  the  grantee  or  devisee;  still  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  decree  the  trust  to  be  carried  into  execution.  The  relief 
is  adiQinistered  by  considering  the  land,  in  whatever  person 

D  D  2 
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vested,  as  bound  by  the  trust ;  and  compelling  the  heir,  or 
other  person  having  legal  estate,  to  perform  it. 
Bennetv.  92.  A  person  devised  lands  to  bis  daughter,  a  married  woman, 

Davia  2  P.  n         ' 

Wms/diG*       for  her  separate  use.    It  was  held  that  the  husband  should  be  a 

trustee  for  his  wife.    For  as  the  testator  had  a  power  to  devise 

the  premises  to  trustees  for  the  separate  use  of  his  wife,  the 

Court  of  Chancery,  in  compliance  wit^  his  declared  intention, 

would  supply  the  want  of  them. 

Soniey  v.  Clock       93.  An  estate  was  devised  to  the  Clock  Makers'  Company, 

paoy,  1  Bro.      upon  Certain  trusts.    Decreed,  that  though  the  devise  was  void. 

Tit  38?  c.  2.       ^®  Clock  Makers'  Company  not  being  capable  of  taking,  yet 

that  the  trust  was  sufficiently  created  to  fasten  itself  upon  any 
estate  the  law  might  raise ;  therefore  that  the  heir  at  law  was  a 
trustee  for  the  uses  of  the  will. 
Snan'  case,  94.  [The  rule  that  the  trust  attaches  upon  the  land  so  as  to 

cited  in  Freem.  ,,  •  •  i       i        «  i 

Ch.  Rep.  2  ed.  convert  all  persons  acquiring  the  legal  estate  into  trustees,  has 
^.sherivo.  ^^  exception  in  the  case  of  a  conveyance  by  the  trustee,  to  a 
Fagg.ich.Ca.  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the 

oo*  oc  see  i  Jtr •  •  •        • 

Will.  278, 279.  trust :  the  remedy  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  is  against  the  trustee.] 
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CHAP.   II. 
Ruks  by  which  Trust  Estates  of  Freehold  are  governed. 


Skct.    1.  A  Tnut  i§  equioaUnt  to  the 
Legal  Owmrahip, 
6.  Truits  are  Alienable, 
9.  Devisable  and  Deitcendible, 

10.  May  be  IntaUed, 

11.  And  aleo  limited  for  Life. 

12.  StUfject  to  Curtesy. 

16.  When  sulijeet  to  Dower, 
22.  Not  to  Free  Bench. 
25.  Forfeitable  for  Treason. 


Sect.  27.  But  not  for  Felony. 

29.  Not  sul^eet  to  Escheat. 

80.  Liable  to  Croum  Debts. 

81.  And  to  all  other  Debts. 
84.  Merge  in  the  Legal  EstaU. 
86.  Where  a  Legal  Estate  is  a 

Bar  in  Ejectment. 
89.  Where  a  Re-conveyance  will 
be  presumed. 


Section  I. 

We  have  seen  that  trust  estates  owe  their  origin  to  the  strict  a  trust  u 
construction  given  by  the  courts  of  law  to  the  Statute  of  Uses ;  Srieeifr^  *° 
in  consequence-  of  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  interposed  its  ownership, 
authority,  and  supported  this  kind  of  property.     In  the  exercise 
of  this  jurisdiction  that  Court  first  laid  it  down  that  a  trust  being 
in  fact  a  use  not  executed,  should  be  regulated  by  the  rules 
which  had  been  established  respecting  uses,  before  they  were 
changed  into  legal  estates :  but  as  this  doctrine  was  productive 
of  all  the  inconveniencies  which  were  meant  to  be  remedied  by 
the  Statute  of  Uses,  it  has  been  in  a  great  degree  abandoned. 

2.  In  the  case  of  Burgess  v,  Wheate.  Lord  Mansfield  said. —  Infra,  Tit.  30. 

.  I  Black   R 

''  In  my  apprehension,  trusts  were  not  on  a  true  foundation  till  i^. 
Lord  Nottingham  held  the  great  seal.  By  steadily  pursuing,  ^  ^•°-  ^^' 
from  plain  principles,  trusts  in  all  their  consequences,  and  by 
some  assistance  from  the  Legislature,  a  noble,  rational,  and  uni- 
form system  of  law  has  been  since  raised.  Trusts  are  made  to 
answer  the  exigencies  of  families,  and  all  purposes,  without  pro- 
ducing one  inconvenience,  fraud,  or  private  mischief,  which  the 
statute  of  Henry  VIII.  meant  to  avoid.  The  forum  where  it  is 
adjudged  is  the  only  difference  between  trusts  and  legal  estates. 
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Tnisto  here  are  considered,  as  between  the  cutui  que  truti  and 
trustee,  and  all  claiming  by,  through,  or  under  them,  or  in 
quence  of  their  estates,  as  the  ownership,  and  as  legal  estates ; 
cept  when  it  can  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  exercise,  of  this  right  ci 
jurisdiction*  Whatever  would  be  the  rule  of  law,  if  it  was  a 
legal  estate,  is  applied  in  equity  to  a  trust  estate." 

3.  In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  same  speech.  Lord  Mansfield 
says,  the  above  doctrine  is  founded  on  the  maxim  that  equity 
follows  the  law ;  which  is  a  safe,  as  well  as  a  fixed  principle  ; 

Watttv.Ball,     for  it  makes  the  substantial  rules  of  property  certain  and  uni- 
!?«**  !^  ^  1-,    form,  be  the  mode  of  following:  it  what  it  wilL    And  Lord  Thur- 

low  has  observed  that,  in  many  acts  of  parbament,  an  equitable 
estate  was  considered  the  same  as  if  it  were  a  legal  estate.  That 
the  words  seised  in  law  or  in  equity,  in  the  qualification  act, 
shewed  that  the  word  seised  was  applicable  to  both ;  and  that 
the  word  seisin  extended  to  being  seised  in  equity. 

4.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  trust  estates  of  the  na- 
ture of  freehold  should  be  considered  in  equity  as  perfectly  ana- 
logous to  legal  estates  of  the  same  kind;  and  subject  to  every 
incident  to  which  such  legal  estates  are  liable.  Consequently, 
that  there  should  be  a  disseisin,  abatement,  or  intrusion,  allowed 

Choimondele^     on  a  trust  estate,  as  well  as  on  a  legal  one.    And  this  doctrine 
31.  ^2.^'  ^     ^t^s  admitted  by  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord  Redesdale  in  a  late  case 

which  will  be  stated  hereafter. 

5.  A  trust  estate  still,  however,  retains  some  few  qualities  of  a 
Tit.  11.  c.  2.  use.  Thus  confidence  in  the  person  is  necessary  to  the  exist- 
ence of  a  trust ;  so  that  even  at  this  day,  if  a  trustee  seUs  the 
land  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  a  person  who  has  no  notice 
of  the  trust,  the  purchaser  will  not  be  compelled  in  Chancery  to 
execute  it.  As  for  privity  of  estate,  it  was  formerly  held  to  be 
as  necessary  as  confidence  in  the  person.    But  this  seems  to  be 

1  Black.R.i55.  ^^^  altered  ;  for  Lord  Mansfield  has  said,  '^  That  part  of  the  old 

law  which  did  not  allow  any  relief  to  be  given  for  or  against  any 
estates  in  the  post,  does  not  now  bind  by  its  authority  in  the 
case  of  trusts." 

Jj^j*"*  6.  Any  disposition  of  a  trust  by  the  cestui  que  trust  was  for- 

merly binding  on  the  trustees  in  a  court  of  equity.  But  it  was 
enacted  by  the  statute  of  Frauds,  s.  9. — "  That  all  grants  and 
assignments  of  any  trust  or  confidence  shall  be  in  writing,  sign- 
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ed  by  the  party  granting  or  assigning  the  same ;  or  else  shall  be 
utterly  void  and  of  none  effect." 

7.  Although  by  the  stat.  1  Rich.  3.  c.  I.  the  conveyance  of  a  Titii.c.2. 
person,  having  only  a  use,  was  made  good  against  the  feoffees  to  us«8  35. 
use ;  yet  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ever  held,  since  the 

statute  of  Uses,  that  a  cestui  que  trust  could  convey  any  thing 

more  than  a  trust  estate.    And  in  all  modem  cases,  where  there  8  Tenn  R.  494. 

has  been  a  conveyance  from  a  cestm  que  trtut,  the  legal  estate 

has  been  considered  as  still  remaining  in  the  trustee. 

8.  It  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Nottingham  as  a  general  rule, —  2  Cha.  Ca.  78. 
''  That  any  legal  conveyance  or  assurance  by  a  cestui  que  trust 

shall  have  the  same  effect  and  operation  upon  a  trust,  as  it 
should  have  had  upon  the  estate  in  law,  in  case  the  trustees  had 
executed  their  trust. 

9.  Trust  estates  are  also  devisable,  as  will  be  shewn  hereafter.  Devisable  and 
And  where  they  are  not  devised,  they  will  descend  to  the  heir  of  Tit.  38.  c  3. 
the  person  who  was  last  entitled  to  them,  in  the  same  manner  ^^^^-^'  * 
as  legal  estates. 

10.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  trust  estate,  being  merely  the  Maybeiotaiied. 
creature  of  a  court  of  equity,  was  not  within  the  statute  De  Doms ;  \  vem.'  13. 
and,  therefore,  that  where  a  trust  estate  was  limited  to  a  person  2Tem^344!^"' 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  he  might,  after  issue  had,  bar  such 

issue  by  a  feoffment,  bargain  and  sale,  8cc.    But  this  has  been 

long  since  altered ;  and  it  was  fully  settled  that  a  trust  estate  Kirkham  v. 

might  be  entailed  in  the  same  manner  as  a  legal  one ;  and  that  ?{"q|^'  ^™^' 

[previously  to  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.]  such  entail  could 

only  be  barred  by  a  fine  or  common  recovery. 

11.  A  trust  estate  may  also  be  limited  to  a  person  for  life.  Andaigoltmitad 
And  in  such  case  no  fine  or  other  assurance,  by  the  cestui  que 

trust  for  life,  will  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate ;  because 
the  forfeiture  of  legal  estates  being  derived  from  feudal  principles, 
and  never  extended  to  uses,  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  in  this 
instance  adhered  to  the  ancient  rules. 

12.  Although  a  man  could  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  a  Subject  to  cur- 
use  before  the  stat  27  Hen.  8.  because  the  wife  could  have  no     "^^^ 
seisin  of  a  use ;  yet  it  has  been  determined  by  the  Court  of  Chan- 

eery  that  a  husband  may  acquire  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  a 
trust. 

13.  A  person  having  two  daughters,  devised  his  lands  to  trus-  Waits «.  Bali, 

1  p.  Wmt.  106. 
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tees  and  their  hetrs^  in  trust  to  pay  bis  debts,  and  to  convey  the 
surplus  to  his  daughters  equally.  The  eldest  daughter  brought 
her  bill  for  a  partition ;  and  the  only  question  was,  whether  the 
husband  of  the  youngest  daughter  should  have  an  estate  for  life 
conveyed  to  him  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  The  husband,  in  his 
answer,  had  sworn  that  he  married  the  younger  daughter  upon  a 
presumption  that  she  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  legal  estate  in  the 
moiety ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  she  was  in  the  receipt  of 
the  profits  of  sncb  moiety ;  and  it  was  admitted  that  this  trust 
was  not  discovered  till  after  the  death  of  the  younger  daughter. 
Lord  Cowper  decreed  that  trust  estates  ought  to  be  governed  by 
the  same  rules,  and  were  within  the  same  reason,  as  legal  estates. 
That  as  the  husband  should  have  been  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
had  it  been  a  legal  estate,  so  should  he  be  of  a  trust  estate.  And 
if  there  were  not  the  same  rules  of  property  in  all  courts,  all 
things  would  be  as  it  were  at  sea,  and  under  the  greatest  un- 
certainty. 

14.  [The  husband  will  be  entitled  to  curtesy  out  of  the  trustor 
equitable  estate  of  inheritance  of  the  wife,  notwithstanding  the 
.    trust  be  declared  during  the  life  of  the  wife  for  her  separate  use. 
16«  This  point  was  for  a  time  unsettled. 
1  Atk.  606.  In  Roberts  v,  Dixwell,  the  trust  was  to  convey  the  testatorV 

real  estate  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  his  daughter  Priscilla, 
and  after  her  death  upon  trust  for  the  heirs  of  her  body  for  ever. 
Lord  Hardwick  held  this  not  to  be  an  estate  tail  in  Priscilla,  be- 
cause the  trust  was  executory;  but  that  it  would  have  been 
otherwise  had  the  trust  been  executed  ;  the  trust  for  the  separate 
Fcarne  Rem.  "^  ^^  PrisciUa  for  life,  not  preventing  the  union  of  the  life  estate 
54--5.  yf\i\^  i\^Q  subsequent  trust  to  the  heirs  of  her  body. 

3Atk.695.7i5.      In  the  subsequent  case  of  Hearle  v.  Greenbank,  Lord  Hard- 
^'n^'^o!^       wick  made  a  decision  in  opposition  to  the  general  doctrine  laid 

down  by  him  in  the  preceding  case.  There  Doctor  Worth  de- 
vised real  estate  to  trustees  upon  trust  for  the  separate  use  of 
Mary,  the  wife  of  William  Winsmore,  and  upon  further  trust  to 
permit  her  to  dispose  thereof  by  deed  or  will,  notwithstanding  co- 
verture. Mary  Winsmore  was  the  only  child  and  heir  of  the  tes- 
tator. Her  appointment  by  will  was  invalid  by  reason  of  her  in- 
fancy :  and  at  the  testator's  death  the  equitable  fee  in  .rever- 
sion, not  being  disposed  of  by  the  will,  descended  upon  iier. 
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The  question  was,  whether  her  husband  was  entitled  to  curtesy ; 
and  Lord  Hardwick  decided  in  the  negative,  observing,  there  was 
no  seisin  in  deed  of  the  inheritance  in  the  wife  during  the  cover- 
ture, and  so  the  husband  was  neither  at  law,  nor  in  equity  tenant 
by  the  curtesy. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  closely  resembling  5  Mad.  408. 
Hearle  v.  Greenbank,  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  decided  that  the 
husband  was  entitled  to  the  curtesy,  thereby  overruling  the  latter 
case.     In  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  the  trust  in  a  marriage  settlement 
was,  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  wife  for  life,  with  power 
to  appoint  by  deed  or  will ;  and  for  want  of  appointment,  for  the 
wife,  her  heirs,  and  assigns.     His  honour  observed,  in  the  con- 
clusion of  his  judgment,  that  the  husband  was  partially  and  not 
wholly  excluded  from  the  enjoyment  of  the  wife's  property,  that 
the  Court,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  settlement,  would 
restrain  his  interference  with  the  rents  during  the  wife's  life,  but  Bennetv.Davis, 
as  there  was  no  further  exclusion  expressed  in  the  settlement,  the  *  ^'  Wiii.316. 
Court  would  not  restrain  him  from  the  enjoyment  of  his  general 
right  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.] 

16.  It  might  have  been  expected  that  where  the  Court  de-  when  subject  to 
viated  so  far  from  the  old  law  of  uses  as  to  allow  curtesy  of  an    ^^^' 
equitable  estate,  it  would  have  extended  the  same  indulgence  to 

dower,  being  a  right  strongly  favoured  by  the  common  law ;  yet 
it  had  been  long  settled  [previously  to  the  recent  statute  3  8c  4 
Will.  4.  c.  105.]  that  a  widow  is  not  dowable  of  an  equitable 
estate,  whether  the  husband  himself  had  parted  with  the  legal 
estate,  or  a  trust  estate  had  descended  upon  or  been  limited  to  him. 

17.  The  first  time  this  point  appears  to  have  been  determined  Coh  v.  Colt, 

1  r'ha  Ft   134 

was  in  12  Cha.  2. ;  and  although  this  doctrine  has  been  followed 
by  subsequent  chancellors,  yet  they  have  uniformly  expressed 
their  regret  at  being  bound  by  such  a  precedent.  But  many 
cases  of  this  kind  have  arisen,  and  the  determinations  have  been 
uniform  against  the  claim  of  dower  out  of  a  trust  estate. 

18.  Thus  a  husband  before  marriage  conveyed  his  estate  to  Bottomlev  v. 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  such  manner  as  to  put  the  legal  estate  iD.cha.'336.  - 
out  of  him.     It  was  determined,  that  though  the  trust  estate 

was  limited  to  him  and  his  heirs,  yet  his  widow  should  not  be 
endowed  of  it :  that  the  court  had  never  gone  so  far  as  to  allow 
dower  in  such  a  case. 
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AmbroM  t.  19.  A.  paichaaod  an  estate  4n  the  nunea  of  two  troatees,  who 

Wins.  321.    '    acknowledged  the  trust  after  bis  death.    Upon  a  claim  made  by 

his  widow  to  dower,  it  was  decreed  that  she  was  not  dowaUe. 

in^  ''^'     "^^^  ^^^^  ^'^  affirmed  in  the  House  <tf  Lords. 

3  p.  Wmt.  706-      20.  Sir  J.  Jekyll  has  attempted  to  distinguish  between  the 

case  of  a  trust  created  by  the  husband  himself,  and  a  trust 
created  by  another  person.  In  the  first  case  he  admits  it  to  be 
a  settled  point,  from  the  authority  of  the  preceding  cases,  that 
the  wife  cannot  have  dower ;  because  it  must  be  presumed  the 
trust  was  created  for  the  sole  purpose  of  barring  dower.  Ac- 
cordingly it  had  been  the  common  practice  for  purchasers  to 
take  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  in  a  trustee's  name,  to  pre- 
vent dower.  But  in  the  second  case,  where  a  trust  estate 
descended,  or  came  to  the  husband  from  another  person,  it  was 

wUMiMm  *       different.    This  distinction  has  however  been  exploded  by  Lord 

■•  23.  Hardwicke,  in  a  case  which  will  be  stated  hereafter. 

2p!!w^706!      21-  I<^  is  ^^  laid  down  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  that  where  a 

particular  time  is  appointed  for  conveying  the  legal  estate  to  the 
husband,  and  he  outlives  that  time,  without  obtaining  such  con- 
veyance, his  widow  shall  notwithstanding  be  entitled  to  dower 
in  equity ;  for  where  an  act  is  to  be  done  by  a  trustee,  that  is 
looked  on  as  done  which  ought  to  have  been  done.  But  this 
doctrine  is  not  supported  by  the  decree  in  the  case  referred  to, 
without  the  additional  proposition,  that  a  widow  was  dowaUe  of 
an  equity  of  redemption  in  fee.  It  was  a  mortgage  in  fee,  and 
not  paid  off  during  the  coverture.  If  the  trustee  therefore  had 
conveyed,  he  would  have  conveyed  an  equity  of  redemption  only, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee ;  and  the  widow  would  not  have 
been  entitled  to  dower,  unless  she  was  dowable  out  of  such 

DiiDDo.Sa-      equity  of  redemption,  which  she  was  not    This  therefore,  though 

said,  will  not  support  the  decree;  and  the  proposition.is  too  im- 
portant, and  contradicted  by  too  many  analogies,  to  be  hazarded 
upon  this  dictum  alone,  (a) 

Not  to  fiee  22.  It  is  said  by  Lord  Cowper,  that  the  widow  of  a  cestui  que 

2Vm.  585.      ^'^^  ^^ ^  copyhold  ought  to  have  her  free  bench,  as  well  as  if 

the  husband  had  the  l^al  estate  in  him.  But  this  doctrine 
has  been  contradicted  in  the  following  case : — 

(e)  [Bot  now  by  the  statute  3  6c  4  Will.  4.  c.  105.  s.  2.  women  married  after  tlie  1st  of 
Januaiy,  1834,  are  dowable  out  of  equitaUe  estates.    Sup.  Tit.  6.  ch«  1.  s.  25.  note  ] 
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23.  A  bill  was  broagbt  by  a  widow  for  a  customary  estate.  Goodwin  v. 
The  husband's  father  bought  the  lands^  which  were  conveyed  to  2  Atk.52S. 
him  and  D.  and  the  heirs  of  the  father.    The  father  devised  the 

lands  to  the  husband  in  tail ;  and  D.  survived  the  husband.  The 
custom  was  laid  for  the  wife  to  have  the  whole,  as  her  free 
bench. 

Lord  Hardwicke — '*  It  is  an  established  doctrine  now,  that  a 
wife  is  not  dowable  of  a  trust  estate.  Indeed  a  distinction  is 
taken  by  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  in  Banks  v.  Sutton,  in  respect  to  a  trust, 
where  it  descends  or  comes  to  a  husband  from  another,  and  is 
not  created  by  himself:  but  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  such 
a  distinction  ;  for  it  is  going  on  suppositions  which  will  hold  on 
both  sides ;  and  at  the  latter  end  of  the  report  Sir  J.  J.  seems  to 
be  very  diffident  of  it,  and  rested  chiefly  on  another  point  in 
equity ;  so  that  it  is  no  authority  in  this  case.  But  there  is  a  late 
authority  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  distinction  above  taken 
in  Banks  v.  Sutton;  the  case  of  the  Attorney-General  v.  Fomstise. 
Scott.  The  only  case  for  the  plainti£f  is  that  of  Otway  t;.  Hud- 
son, 2  Vem.  683.  There  it  was  free  bench,  and  is  so  called 
here ;  but  it  appears  plain  to  be  (Hily  customary  dower.  Free 
bench  is  merely  a  widow's  estate  in  such  lands  as  the  husband 
dies  seised  of;  not  that  he  is  seised  of  during  the  coverture,  as  Tit.  10.  c  3. 
dower  is.  There  were  many  circumstances  in  the  case  of  Otway 
V.  Hudson ;  it  was  decreed  on  the  endeavour  of  the  husband  to 
get  the  legal  estate  surrendered,  and  the  refusal  of  the  trustees;  Foiderv.Wade» 
and  grounded  on  his  will :  but  as  to  the  general  doctrine  at  the  "^' 
latter  end,  it  is  not  warranted  by  the  decree."  The  bill  was 
dismissed. 

24.  Where  a  man,  immediately  before  his  marriage,  privately  Tit  33.  c.  27. 
and  secretly  conveys  his  estate  to  a  trustee  for  himself,  in  order 

to  defeat  his  wife  of  dower,  such  conveyance  will  be  deemed 
fraudulent  and  void. 

26.  Before  the  statute  of  Uses,  the  king  was  not  entitled  to  a  Forfeiublefer 
use  upon  an  attainder  for  treason  of  the  cestui  que  use,  as  is  men-  Tit.lKc.3.s.24. 
tioned  in  the  preamble  to  that  statute :  so  that  afterwards  trusts 
were,  by  an  analogy  drawn  from  uses,  also  protected  from  for- 
feiture, upon  an  attainder  of  the  cestui  que  trust  for  high  treason.  Fidtmpra, 
This  produced  the  statute  33  Hen.  8.  c.  20.  by  which  it  is  enact-  J^I^Jf  iS; 
ed,  '^  that  if  any  person  shall  be  attainted  or  convicted  of  high 
treason,  the  king  shall  have  as  much  benefit  and  advantage  by 
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such  attainder  as  well  of  uses,  rights,  entries,  and  conditions,  as 
of  possessions,  reversions,  remainders,  and  all  other  things,  as  if 
it  had  been  done  and  declared  by  authority  of  pariiament." 

1  P.C.248.  26.  Lord  Hale  has  observed,  that  at  the  time  when  this  sta- 

tute  was  made,  there  could  be  no  use  but  that  which  is  now 
called  a  trust ;  and  although  it  was  determined  in  Abingdon's 
case,  that  a  trust  estate  of  freehold  was  not  forfeited  by  attainder 
of  treason,  yet  that  resolution  could  not  be  reconciled  with  the 
statute  33  Hen.  8.,  as  the  uses  there  mentioned  could  be  nothing 
but  trusts ;  therefore  he  was  of  opinion,  that  upon  an  attainder 
for  high  treason  of  the  cestui  que  trust  of  an  inheritance,  the  equity 
or  trust  was  forfeited ;  though  possibly  the  land  itself  was  not 
forfeited. 

Bot  not  fior  27.  Whatever  may  be  the  case  in  an  attainder  for  high  trea- 

felony.  .    ,  .  °  . 

son,  it  has  been  determined  that  an  attainder  for  felony  is  not 
Vid.tupr.Tiuu  within  the  statute  33  Hen.  8.    Therefore,  in  such  a  case,  nei- 

ther  the  trust  nor  the  land  becomes  forfeited  ;  for  the  king  has 

his  tenant  as  before,  namely,  the  trustee. 
Attorney-Gene-      28.  Freeman  Sands  beine  attainted  of  felony,  for  the  murder 

lal  V.  Sands,  .  ^  ^ 

1  Hale,  P.  c.     of  his  brother,  and  having  a  trust  estate  in  lands  held  of  the 

king,  of  which  Sir  Greorge  Sands  had  the  legal  estate ;  the  Attor- 
ney-General preferred  an  information  in  the  Exchequer  against 
Sir  G.  Sands,  to  have  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  to  the 
king.  The  Court  resolved,  that  although  Freeman  Sands  had 
the  trust  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  his  attainder,  yet  inasmuch 
as  Sir  G.  Sands  continued  seised  of  the  lands,  and  so  was  te- 
nant to  the  king,  though  subject  to  the  trust,  yet  the  trust  was 
not  forfeited  to  the  crown ;  but  that  Sir  G.  Sands  should  hold 
the  lands  for  his  own  benefit,  discharged  from  the  trust 

Not  subject  to         29.  It  was  decreed  by  Lord  Northington  in  a  modern  case, 

escheat. 

Burgess  V.  that  a  trust  estate  of  inheritance  does  not  escheat  to  the  crown 
mcate.Tit.30.  |^    ^^^  death  of  cestui  que  trust  without  heirs:  but  that  the 

King  V.  Hoi-  •'  ^ 

land.AiieynH.  trustee  shall  hold  the  land  discharged  from  the  trust  Lord 
And  see  Wea-  Mansfield  held,  that  trust  estates  should  escheat  in  the  same 
1^'  ^  M^d7    ^^^'^^^  ^  ^^S^^  ones,  and  Lord  Thurlow  appears  to  have  been 

of  the  same  opinion. 
Liable  to  crown      30.  It  appears  somewhat  doubtful,  whether  trusts  were  ori- 
Tit.^:  ginally  liable  to  crown  debts.     But  by  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  4. 

it  is  enacted,  that  if  any  person,  who  is  an   accountant,  or 
indebted  to  the  crown,  shall  purchase  any  lands  in  the  name  of 
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other  persons,  to  his  own  use,  all  such  lands  shall  be  taken  for 
the  satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  by  such  persons  to  the  crown. 

31.  It  was  formerly  held  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  by  ana-  And  to  all  other 
logy  from  the  old  law  of  uses,  that  trust  estates  were  not  subject  Benn'et  v.  Box, 
to  debts,  nor  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor's  heirs.  To  iCha.Ca.i2. 
remedy  this,  it  was  enacted  by  the  statute  of  Frauds,  s.  10. — 

''That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  every  sheriff  or  other  29Cha. 2.c.3. 
officer,  to  whom  any  writ  or  precept  shall  be  directed,  upon  any 

-     .  .  ^  ,  11,,.  Harris  n.  Pugh, 

judgment,  statute,  or  recognizance,  to  do,  make,  and  deliver  4BiDg.335. 
execution  unto  the  party  in  that  behalf  suing,  of  all  such  lands, 
tenements,  &c.  as  any  other  person  or  persons  shall  be  seised  or 
possessed  in  trust  for  him  against  whom  execution  is  so  sued, 
like  as  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  might  or  ought  to  have  done  if 
the  said  party  against  whom  the  execution  shall  be  so  sued  had 
been  seised  of  such  lands,  tenements,  8cc.  of  such  estate  as  they 
be  seised  of  in  trust  for  him  at  the  time  of  the  said  execution 
sued,  which  lands,  tenements,  &c.,  by  force  and  virtue  of  such 
execution,  shall  accordingly  be  held  and  enjoyed  freed  and  dis- 
charged from  all  incumbrances  of  such  person  or  persons  as  shall 
be  so  seised  or  possessed  in  trust  forthe  person  against  whom  such 
execution  shall  be  sued :  and  if  any  cestui  que  trust  shall  die 
leaving  a  trust  in  fee  simple  to  descend  to  his  heir,  then  and  in 
every  such  case  such  trust  shall  be  deemed  and  taken,  and  is 
hereby  declared  to  be,  assets  by  descent ;  and  the  heir  shall  be 
liable  to  and  chargeable  with  the  obligation  of  his  ancestors, 
for  and  by  reason  of  such  assets,  as  fully  and  amply  as  he 
might  or  ought  to  have  been,  if  the  estate  in  law  had  de- 
scended to  him  in  possession,  in  like  manner  as  the  trust 
descended."  {a) 

32.  It  has  been  held,  that  if  a  trustee  has  conveyed  away  Hunt  o.Coies, 
the  lands,  by  the  direction  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  before  execu-     ^^*    * 
tion  is  sued  out,  they  cannot  afterwards  be  taken  by  the  creditor. 

33.  Where  a  trust  estate  descends  on  the  heir  at  law,  though  2  Atk.  293. 
it  may  be  necessary  to  resort  to  equity  to  reduce  it  into  posses- 
sion, yet  it  will  be  considered  as  legal,  and  not  equitable  assets ; 

a  trust  estate  being  made  assets  by  the  statute. 

34.  Trust  estates  are  in  all  cases  subject  to  merge  in  the  legal  Merpin  the 
estate,  whenever  both  estates  come  to  the  same  person,  because  mde  v.  Paget, 

lBro.C.C.263. 
(d)  [An  equity  of  redemption  is  not  a  trust  within  this  statute  and  it  has  therefore    Vide  Goodright 

been  held  to  be  equitable  asseU.    Plunket  v.  Penson,  2  Atk.  290.1  l:^^'^  ^^' 

^  See  Tit.  39. 


Where  alegtl 

estate  is  a  bar 
in  efectmeiiL 
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a  man  cannot  be  trustee  for  himself.    And  in  a  modem  case 
Lord  Thurlow  said  it  was  universally  true,  that  where  the  estates 
unite,  the  equitable  must  merge  in  the  legaL 
3Vei.jun.l26.      36.  In  a  subsequent  case  Lord  Alvanley  said,  '<  Another 

positi<m  was  maintained  in  a  latitude  that  would  create  infinite 
confusion.  That  where  there  is  in  the  same  person  a  legal  and 
equitable  interest,  the  former  absorbs  the  latter.  I  admit  that 
where  he  has  the  same  interest  in  both,  he  ceases  to  have  the 
equitable  estate^  and  has  the  legal  estate,  upon  which  this  court 
will  not  act,  but  leaves  it  to  the  rules  of  law.  But  it  must  be 
understood  always  with  this  restriction,  that  it  holds  only  where 
the  legal  and  equitable  estates  are  co-extensive,  and  commen- 
surate :  but  I  do  not  by  any  means  admit,  that  where  he  has 
the  whole  legal  estate  and  a  partial  equitable  estate,  the  latter 
sinks  into  the  former ;  for  it  would  be  a  disadvantage  to  him." 

36.  It  is  a  rule  of  law  that  in  an  ejectment  tlie  plaintiff  most 
recover  upon  the  strength  of  his  own  title;  and  cannot  found 
his  claim  on  the  weakness  of  that  of  the  defendant ;  for  posses- 
sion has  given  the  defendant  a  right  against  every  man  wlio 
cannot  shew  a  good  title.  The  party  who  would  change  the 
possession  must  first  estabUsh  a  legal  title  in  himself:  therefore 
where  it  can  be  shewn  by  the  defendant  that  the  legal  title  is  not 
in  the  plaintiff,  he  cannot  recover  in  the  action. 

37.  It  was  formerly  held  that  an  outstanding  legal  estate 
should  not  be  set  up  as  a  bar  in  ejectment  to  the  cesitii  que 
trust,  where  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  whole  l^al 
estate.  But  Lord  Mansfield  has  said,  the  rule  only  was,  that 
the  legal  estate  should  not  be  set  up,  to  defeat  the  cestui  que 
trust,  in  a  clear  case ;  for  where  the  trust  was  perfectly  manifest, 
the  rule  stood  upon  strong  and  beneficial  principles ;  because  in 
ejectment  the  question  was,  who  was  entitled  to  the  possession. 
But  if  a  trust  was  doubtful,  a  court  of  law  would  not  decide  upon 
it  in  an  ejectment ;  it  must  be  put  into  another  way  of  inquiry. 

38.  This  doctrine  has  been  denied  by  Lord  Kenyon,  who  has 
said,  that  '*  if  it  appear  in  a  special  verdict,  or  a  special  case, 
that  the  legal  estate  is  outstanding  in  another  person,  the  party 
not  clothed  with  that  legal  estate  cannot  recover  in  a  court  of 
law.  And  in  diis  respect  I  cannot  distinguish  between  the  case 
of  an  ejectment  brought  by  a  trustee  against  the  cestui  que  trust, 
and  an  ejectment  brought  by  any  other  person.'' 


3  Burr.  1901. 
Cowp.46. 
Dong.  721. 
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39.  In  the  case  of  Lade  v.  Holford,  it  appears  to  have  been  Where  a  re- 
agreed  that  where  the  beneficial  occupation  of  a  trust  estate  by  bejpmam«ir 
the  person  entitled  to  it  has  given  reason  to  suppose  that  there  ^)^72i!!^^* 
was  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  to  the  person  who  was 
equitably  entitled  to  it,  a  jury  may  be  directed  to  presume  such 

a  conveyance.    And  this  doctrine  is  confirmed  by  the  following 
case:— 

40.  Upon  a  bill  in  Chancery  for  the  specific  performance  of  Hilm  v.  Wai- 

ler  12Vei.2d9. 

an  agreement  to  purchase  a  farm,  the  defendant  objected  to  the      ' 
tide.    The  estate  appeared  to  have  been  conveyed  in  1694  by  Doev.Uojd, 
way  of  indemnity ;  and  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  estate,  there  was  5  £d.  App.  41*. 
no  provision  for  reconveyins:  it ;  as  to  the  other  moiety  there  was  SeealsoSkin.??. 

r  •  •  A      .^     J     XL     r^  XL        1-   •  »    Lady  Stafibrd  ir. 

such  a  provision  after  the  death  of  two  persons  then  living,  and  Llewellyn,  and 
eleven  years  after.     In  a  family  settlement  executed  in  1694,  the  ^^^i^^. 
conveyance  of  1664  was  excepted.    From  that  time  no  notice  J^S"?^'^ 
was  taken  of  it;  but  the  estate  was  conveyed  by  the  persons  in  Cookeo.Soitaa» 
possession,  as  if  they  were  seised  of  the  legal  estate.    So  that  the  jenny  v.  JonesJ 
owners  had  acted  as  proprietors  of  the  fee  simple  for  a  hundred  ^^^i^e-^^ 
and  forty  years ;  and  no  claim  appeared  to  have  ever  been  made 
on  the  estate,  under  the  deed  of  indemnity.    The  objection  to 
the  title  was  founded  on  the  legal  estate's  being  outstanding. 
To  which  it  was  answered,  that  a  reconveyance  of  it  ought  to  be 
presumed.  ^ 

Sir  W.  Grant  said,  that  length  of  time  did  not,  of  itself,  fur- 
nish the  same  sort  of  presumption,  in  this  case,  that  it  did  in  a 
case  of  adverse  possession.  Long  continued  possession  implied 
title ;  as,  if  there  was  a  different  right,  the  probability  was,  that 
it  would  have  been  asserted.  But  undisturbed  enjoyment  did 
not  shew  whether  the  title  was  equitable  or  legal.  It  did  not 
follow  however  that  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  could  not 
be  the  subject  of  presumption ;  though  the  presumption  was 
made  upon  a  different  ground.  Lord  Kenyon,  though  disin- 
clined to  permit  ejectments  to  be  maintained  upon  equitable 
titles,  always  admitted  that  it  might  be  left  to  the  jury  to  pre- 
sume a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate.  On  what  ground  was 
such  presumption  to  be  made  ?  On  this,  that  what  ought  to 
have  been  done  should  be  presumed  to  have  been  done :  when 
the  purpose  was  answered  for  which  the  legal  estate  was  con 
veyed,  it  ought  to  be  reconveyed»  Presumptions  did  not  always 
proceed  on  a  belief  that  the  thing  presumed  had  actually  taken 
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Cowp.215.        place.    Grants  were  frequently  presumed,  as  Lord   Mansfield 

had  said»  merely  for  the  purpose,  and  from  a  principle  of  quiet- 
ing the  possession.    There  was  as  much  occasion  for  presuming 
conveyances  of  legal  estates :  as  otherwise  titles  must  for  ever 
remain  imperfect,  and   in  many  respects  unavailable;   when, 
from  length  of  time,  it  became  impossible  to  discover  in  whom 
the  legal  estate,  if  outstanding,  was  actually  vested.    If  it  could 
be  ascertained  at  what  period  the  legal  estate  ought  to  have 
been  reconveyed,  be  saw  no  reason  why  the  presumption  of  it^ 
being  reconveyed  at  that  period  should  not  be  made.    The  dif- 
ficulty was,  that  by  the  deed  of  1664  it  was  only  as  to  a  moiety 
of  the  estate,  that  any  time  was  limited  for  the  reconveyance. 
It  could  not  however  be  meant  that  the  legal  estate  in  any  part 
should  continue  outstanding  for  ever.     The  conveyance  of  it  was 
made  for  a  purpose  that  must  have  some  limit.    It  was  by  way  of 
security  against  the  eviction  of  another  estate.    At  what  precise 
moment  the  danger  of  eviction  ceased  it  was  impossible  to  say : 
but  if  the  time  that  had  elapsed  without  claim,  one  hundred  and 
forty  years,  did  not  furnish  the  inference  that  none  could  be 
made,  he  did  not  know  what  period  would  be  sufficient  for  that 
purpose.    Mere  possibilities  ought  not  to  be  regarded.    The 
2  Atk.i9.         Court,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  said  in  the  case  of  Lyddall  v.  Wes- 
ton, **  must  govern  itself  by  a  moral  certainty ;  for  it  is  impos- 
sible, in  the  nature  of  things,  there  should  be  a  mathematical 
certainty  of  a  good  title."    The  evidence  of  actual  reconveyance 
was  slight,  and  inconclusive.     But  on  the  general  grounds  he 
had  before  stated,  he  conceived  there  was  no  court  before  which 
a  question  concerning  this  title  could  come,  that  would  not 
Doe  V.  lUed,      under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  presume,  or  direct  a  jury 
s^Barn.  &  Ai  .  ^  presume,  that  the  legal  estate  had  been  reconveyed.    It  was 
r  u  ^^'  ^     therefore  such  a  title  as  a  purchaser  might  safely  take.    And 
lb.  5*4.  Cooke  V.  decreed  accordingly. 
&  Sto.'  164™*        The  decree  was  affirmed  by  Lord  Erskine. 
Dpev.  Swym-         [41.  But  where,  from  the  nature  and  object  of  the  original 
y^'Rep/by  *  Conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  to  the  trustees,  there  is  no  incon- 
Haiiiiie^385.^    sistency  between  the  equitable  ownership  and  the  fact  of  the 
weD,  10  East,     legal  estate  being  suffered  to  remain  outstanding,  there  it  seems 

the  presumption  will  not  be  made.] 
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CHAP.  III. 


Rules  by  which  Trust  Terms  are  governed. 


Sect.    1.  Tertns  in  Gross. 

6.  Terms  attendant  on  the  In^ 

heritanee. 
9.  How  Terms  become  attendant, 
22.  When  a  Term  is  m  Gross. 
27.  A  Term  attendant  may  be- 
come a  term  in  Gross. 
20.  Terms  attendant  are  Part  ttf 

the  Inheritance. 
81.  Are  real  Assets. 

32.  Not  forfeited  for  Felony. 

33.  Trust    Terms    will   protect 

Purchasers  from  mesne  In- 
cumbrances. 


Sect.  39.  And  dUo'from  Dower. 

44.  Must  be  auigned  to  a  Trustee 

for  the  Purchaser. 
46.  A  term  will  not  protect  the 
Heir  from  Dower. 

49.  Nor  the  Assignees  of  a  Bank' 

rwpt. 

50.  Neither  Jointure  nor   Cur- 

tesy  barred  by  a  Term. 
52.  Where  a  Term  is  a  Bar  in 
^ectment. 


Section  I. 

The  principles  upon  which  terms  for  years  are  held  not  to  be  Terms  in  gross. 
affected  by  the  statute  of  Uses  have  been  already  explained ;  it 
will  now  therefore  be  only  necessary  to  state  the  rules  by  which 
they  are  governed. 

Terms  for  years  are  either  vested  in  trustees  for  the  use  of 
particular  persons  not  entitled  to  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of 
the  lands,  or  for  particular  purposes,  in  which  cases  they  are 
called  terms  in  gross ;  and  the  persons  entitled  to  the  beneficial 
interest  have  a  right  in  equity  to  call  on  the  trustees,  or  persons 
possessed  of  the  legal  estate  in  such  terms,  for  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  also  for  an  assignment  of  the  terms. 

2.  The  cestui  que  trust  of  a  term  in  gross  has  the  same  power 
of  alienating  and  devising  it,  as  if  he  had  the  legal  estate.  It 
should  however  be  observed,  that  the  stat.  1  Rich.  3.  does  not  Anu,c2.t,6* 
extend  to  trust  terms ;  and  therefore  an  assignment  of  the  trust 
of  a  term,  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  will  not  pass  the  legal  estate  in 
the  term. 


VOL.  I. 
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I  IdsL  351  1. 

n.  1. 


King  V.  Ballet, 
3  Vera.  248. 
Crediton  of  Sir 
C.  Cox. 
3  P.  Will.  341. 
Tit.  15.  c.  3. 
B.  18. 


Tit.  38.  c.  19. 

Tennt  attend- 
ant  OD  tbe  In* 
beritanoe. 


Willoughby  v. 
WiUoughby, 
1  Term  R.763. 
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3.  Tbe  right  to  a  trust  term  in  gross,  vests  in  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  tbe  cesftn  que  trust;  and  where  a  married  woman 
is  cestui  que  trust  of  a  term,  her  husband  has  the  same  rights 
as  if  she  had  the  legal  estate. 

4.  It  is  said  in  Vernon's  Reports,  that  the  trust  of  a  term  is 
not  assets  at  law,  within  the  statute  of  Frauds,  for  that  statute 
only  extends  to  a  trust  of  lands  held  in  fee  simple.  But  it  is 
equitable  assets,  in*  tbe  hands  of  the  executor. 

5.  Terms  of  this  kind  are  in  general  governed  by  tbe  same 
rules  as  legal  ones ;  except  that  trust  terms  in  gross  are  capable 
of  being  settled  in  a  manner  not  allowed  in  the  limitation  of 
legal  terms ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  hereafter. 

6.  When  terms  for  years  became  fully  established,  and  the 
interest  of  the  termor  was  secured  against  tbe  effect  of  fictitious 
recoveries,  long  terms  were  frequently  created;  and  although 
the  purposes  for  which  such  terms  had  been  raised  were  fully 
satisfied,  still  the  terms,  not  being  surrendered,  continued  to 
exist,  the  legal  interest  remaining  in  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  persons  to  whom  they  were  originally  limited.  But  as 
the  owners  of  the  inheritance  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
them,  the  Court  of  Chancery  deemed  them  to  be  in  fact  united 
to  the  inheritance,  from  which  they  acquired  the  name  of  terms 
attendant  on  the  inheritance ;  for  otherwise  the  right  to  such 
terms  would  have  gone  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  trusts  of  them,  as  part  of  their  personal 
estate ;  and  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  lands  would 
descend  to  the  heir  at  law. 

7.  Thus  Lord  Hardwicke  hlis  said — **  The  attendancy  of  terms 
for  years  upon  the  inheritance,  is  the  creation  of  a  court  of  equity ; 
invented  partly  to  protect  real  property,  and  partly  to  keep  it  in 
the  right  channel.  In  order  to  it,,  this  court  framed  the  distinc- 
tion between  such  attendant  terms,  and  terms  in  gross ;  notwith- 
standing that  in  the  consideration  of  the  common  law  they  are 
both  the  same,  and  equally  keep  oat  the  owner  of  the  fee  so  long 
as  they  subsist.  But  as  equity  always  considers  who  has  the 
right  in  conscience  to  the  land,  and  on  that  ground  makes  one 
man  a  trustee  for  another ;  and  as  the  common  law  allows  the 
possession  of  the  tenant  for  years  to  be  the  possession  of  the 
owner  of  the  freehold ;  this  court  said,  where  the  tenant  for  years 
is  but  a  trustee  for  the  owner  of  the  inheritance,  he  shall  not 
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keep  out  his  cestui  que  trust ;  nor  pari  ratiotiey  obstruct  him  in 
doing  any  acts  of  ownership,  or  in  making  any  assurances  of  his 
estate.  Therefore,  in  equity,  such  a  term  for  years  shall  yield, 
ply,  ancl  be  moulded,  according  to  the  uses,  estates,  or  charges 
which  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  declares  or  carves  out  of  the 
fee.    Thus  the  dominion  of  real  property  was  kept  entire/' 

8.  Mr.  Fearne  has  also  observed,  that  "  without  such  attend-  Collect.  Jur. 
ancy,  property  in  the  samelands,united  in  the  same  owner, would 

take  different  channels ;  the  doii^inion  of  real  estates,  instead  of 
being  entire,  become  split  and  divided  between  the  personal  and 
real  representatives;  and  indeed  leave  the  real  representatives 
very  little  but  the;  mere  name  of  property.  For  an  inheritance 
expectant  on  a  term  of  any  considerable  duratioii  is  of  very  little 
value.  So  necessary,  therefore,  is  the  attendancy  of  terms,  un- 
der the  circumstances  above-mentioned,  to  keep  real  estates  in  a 
right  channel,  that  the  very  existence  of  real  property,  as  distin- 
guished from  the  personal,  seems  in  a  great  measure  to  depend 
upon  it.  For  i^s  there  are  few  estates  in  which  there  are  not  such 
terms,  if  they  are  not  to  be  considered  as  attendant,  the  whole 
substance  and  value  of  the  estate  would  in  them  devolve  to  the 
executor,  as  personal  property;  whilst  the  heir  or  real  representa- 
tive would  be  left  destitute  of  every  thing  but  the  shadow  of  the 
inheritance." 

9.  A  term  may  become  attendant  on  the  inheritance,  either  by  How  terms  be- 

.  ■  ...  come  attendant. 

an  express  declari^tioQ  of  trust,  or  by  implication  of  law.  Thus 
where  %  satisfied  term  is  assigned  to  a  trustee,  upon  an  express 
trust  to  attend  the  inheritance,  the  owner  of  such  inheritance  ac- 
quires a  right  to  the  term  by  the  declaration  of  the  parties.  But 
there  are  m^ny  cases  where  no  such  declaratiop  is  made ;  and 
then  it  becomes  a  question,  in  equity,  whether  it  is  a  term  in 
gross,  or  a  term  attendant 

10.  In  consequencp  of  the  maxim  in  equity  that  '^  tbi^t  shoiLild  Francis  Max. 
haye  the  satisfaction,  which  has  sustained  tI|eloss ;''  it  has  beep  Tr^.of  £q.  * 
often  determined,  that  where  a  term  is  carved  opt  of  the  inberi-  ®"  ^*  ^'  ^'  '•  ^' 
tanee  for  any  particular  purpose^  when  that  purpose  is  satisfied, 

the  term  becomes  attendant  on  the  inheritance ;  for  the  inheri- 
tance sustains  the  Ipss  by  keeping  the  term  on  foot,  and  there- 
fore should  have  it  in  satisfaction. 

« 

11.  A  woman  before  marriage  raised  a  term  of  1000  ye^rs,  P®***;^ 
upon  trust  that  her  intended  husband  should  receiv.e  the  promts  i  P.  Wms.374. 

B  e2 
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during  their  joint  lives ;  if  they  should  have  any  children,  in  tnnt 
for  such  children  during:  the  residue  of  the  term.  The  hoftband 
died  without  children  ;  the  wife  survived,  married  another  hns- 
bandy  who  survived,  and  took  out  administration  to  her.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  term  should  go  to  the  husband,  or  at- 
tend the  inheritance.  Lord  Cowper  said,  this  was  only  an  un- 
skilful declaration,  not  the  intent  of  the  party :  the  particnlar 
purpose  being  served,  it  must  attend  the  inheritance.  If  the 
term  and  inheritance  had  been  in  the  same  hands,  it  would  have 
merged  ;  so  here  it  should  be  attendant  in  equity. 
•*S**";w???S'  12.  [The  cases  have  established  the  following  distinctions  with 
Wyodham  v.      respect  to  attendant  terms  created  for  the  purpose  of  securing 

Karl  Efrremont,      «  xi.     •    i_     -^ 

Ambl7753.        Charges  upon  the  inhentance. 

SiwrvlSbu^^ij  When  a  tenant  for  life,  or  a  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of 

i<:arl  of  s.  issue  extinct,  who,  for  the  purposes  of  alienation  is  but  a  tenant 

I  Vet.  J.  233.  r      r 

St.  Paul  V.  Ld.    for  life,  pays  off  the  charge  secured  by  the  term,  there  prima  fade 
^v2[.*i73!"*'  he  will  be  considered  a  creditor  on  the  estate,  and  in  the  absence 

of  evidence  of  a  contrary  intention,  the  term  will  not  be  deemed 
attendant  but  in  gross  for  his  benefit  to  the  extent  of  the  incnm- 
brance,  and  will  accordingly  devolve  upon  his  personal  represen- 
tatives :  he  may,  however,  by  express  declaration,  or  other  evi- 
dence of  intention  to  exonerate  the  inheritance,  render  the  term 
attendant  thereon. 

But  the  presumption  is  otherwise  with  respect  to  a  tenant  in 

tail,  for  as  he  represents  the  inheritance,  primd  Jade,  it  will  be 

presumed,  that  he  meant  to  discharge  the  estate,  and  unless  there 

be  evidence  of  a  contrary  intention,  the  term  will  attend. 

Wigaeii  o.Wig-       But  where  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  expectant  upon  a  pre- 

stu!  364.  *        vious  life  estate  and  failure  of  issue,  pays  off  an  old  mortgage, 

and  takes  an  assignment  of  the  term ;  the  rule  is  otherwise,  since 
the  principle  applicable  to  a  tenant  in  possession  paying  off  a 
charge,  does  not  apply  to  one  whose  estate  might  be  defeated  by 
the  birth  of  issue  of  another  person.  Where  the  owner  of  the 
whole  inheritance  becomes  entitled  to  such  a  charge,  there  the 
charge  will  merge,  and  of  course  the  term  will  become  attendant 
if  kept  outstanding. 
3  Bio.  P.  C.  1.  13.  The  case  of  Huntingdon  v.  Huntingdon,  may  be  here  dis- 
tinguished as  not  in  any  degree  militating  against  the  preceding 
distinction,  as  regards  a  tenant  for  life.] 
There  Lord  and  Lady  Huntingdon  settled  lands  which  were 
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the  estate  of  Lady  H.,  to  the  use  of  Lady  H.  for  life,  remainder  to 
their  eldest  son  in  tail;  with  a  power  to  Lord  and  Lady  H.  to  re- 
voke and  limit  new  uses.  Lord  H.  prevailed  on  Lady  H.  to  ex- 
ercise this  power  so  far  as  to  demise  the  premises  for  1,000  years 
by  way  of  mortgage,  for  raising  4,«500/.  for  Lord  H.  who  cove- 
nanted to  pay  off  the  money.  Lord  H.  paid  off  the  mortgage,  took 
an  assignment  of  the  term  to  a  trustee  for  himself,  and  devised  it 
for  the  benefit  of  his  younger  children.  Upon  the  death  of  Lord 
H.  his  eldest  son,  who  took  the  inheritance,  filed  his  bill  against 
the  personal  representatives  of  his  father,  and  the  trustees  of  the 
term,  praying  that  it  might  be  assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance, 
free  from  incumbrances.  Lord  K.  Wright  decreed  that  the  plain- 
tiff must  redeem  the  mortgage.  But  on  an  appeal  to  the  House 
of  Lords,  the  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  term  directed  to  be  as- 
signed to  the  appellant;  because,  when  Lord  H.  paid  off  the 
mortgage,  the  purpose  for  which  the  term  was  created  being  sa- 
tisfied, it  became  attendant  on  the  inheritance.  Divkbon  «. 

[In  the  preceding  case  Lord  H.  was  not  tenant  for  life,  but  at  c.  i.  ' 
most  seised  jure  uxoris :  the  mortgage  wa^  made  for  his  exclusive 
accommodation ;  and  Lady  H.  was  no  party  to  the  assignment  of 
the  term  to  the  trustee :  and,  as  urged  in  the  argument  for  the 
appellant,  it  was  against  equity  that  Lord  H,  should  be  consi- 
dered a  mortgagee  or  incumbrancer  on  the  estate  for  having  dis- 
charged his  own  debt.] 

14.  Where  a  person  purchases  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of 
lands  in  his  own  name,  and  obtains  an  assignment  of  an  out- 
standing term  to  a  trustee  for  himself;  such  term  will  be  consi- 
dered as  attendant  on  the  inheritance. 

15.  R.  TiiBn  purchased  a  freehold  estate,  took  the  conveyance  Tiffio  v.  Tiffin, 
in  his  own  name,  and  an  assignment  of  a  mortgage  term  for  whUnhurch  o. 
years  in  the  names  of  two  trustees.     Lord  Nottingham  held  that  jy,^'\^.')"'^^**ioo 

•^  ^  °  2P.  Wins.  236. 

this  term  was  attendant  on  the  inheritance.  9  Mod.  124. 

16.  J.  Hoole  took  an  assignment  of  a  term  for  years,  which  was  Goodrighto. 
in  mortgage  to  one  Shepherd,  who  was  a  tr^istee  for  him;  and  2^\viU.R  329 
afterwards  purchased  the  inheritance  of  the  same  premises  in  his 

own  name.  Lord  C.  J.  Wilmot  said,  when  Hoole  purchased  the 
fee,  he  became  both  the  hand  to  receive,  and  the  hand  to  pay  off 
the  mortgage  money.  It  wrought  an  extinguishment  of  the  debt 
due  on  the  mortgage,  and  the  term  was  gone ;  though  not  extin- 
guished in  point  of  law,  because  it  was  in  Shepherd.    Yet  it  be- 
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came  attendant  on  the  inheritance ;  and  most  follow  it  in  point 
of  laWy  as  moch  as  if  it  had  been  made  to  do  so  by  the  act  of  the 
party. 

17.  Where  a  person  takes  a  conveyance  of  the  freehold  in  the 
name  of  a  trustee,  and  an  assignment  of  the  term  in  his  own 
name,  the  consequence  is  the  same. 

—  p.Langton,         18.  A  woman  took  a  mortsa£:e  for  1,000  years  in  the  name  of 

her  brother,  afterwards  purchased  the  inheritance  in  the  name  of 
another,  and  the  term  of  years  was  assigned  to  her.  The  ques- 
tion was,  whether  this  term  belonged  to  the  heir,  or  the  poraonal 
representative.  A  difference  was  taken  at  the  bar,  namely,  that 
if  she  had  first  purchased  the  fee,  and  afterwards  the  lease,  it 
should  wait  on  the  inheritance :  bnt  here  the  lease  was  first 
in  her. 

Lord  K.  North  said,  there  was  no  difference  in  reason ;  and 
decreed  that  the  heir  should  have  the  lease,  to  attend  the  inhe- 
ritance. 

Dowse  V.  Per-         19.  A  citizen  and  freeman  of  London,  possessed  of  a  lease  of 

104.'      ^^^'     lands,  bought  the  reversion  and  inheritance,  and  died.     The 

question  was,  whether,  as  there  was  no  declaration  that  this    , 
lease  should  attend  the  inheritance,  it  was  part  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  purchaser.    Decreed  that  it  was  attendant  upon  the 
inheritance ;  and,  upon  a  rehearing,  the  decree  was  affirmed  by 
Lord  K.  North. 

20.  It  may  be  collected  from  the  preceding  cases,  that  when- 
ever a  term  would  merge  in  the  inheritance,  if  both  were  in  the 
same  person,  it  shall  be  considered  as  attendant  on  the  inhe- 
ritance. And  in  the  following  modem  case  it  was  resolved  that 
where  a  person,  having  a  term  for  years,  contracted  for  the  par- 
chase  of  the  inheritance,  and  died  without  having  a  conveyance 
of  it,  the  term  was  attendant. 

Capelv.Girdler,       21.  A  bill  was  filed  by  residuary  devisees  and  legatees,  praying 

that  the  will  might  be  established,  8cc. ;  that  the  plaintiffs  might 
be  declared  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  contract  by  the  testator,  to 
purchase  an  estate,  and  the  contract  completed.  The  testator 
had  entered  into  the  contract,  after  the  execution  of  his  will,  fbr 
the  purchase  of  the  inheritance  of  the  estate,  being  at  that  time 
lessee  of  the  premises  for  a  term  of  years ;  and  died  before  any 
conveyance  was  made.  The  plaintiffs  therefore,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
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the  contract,  claimed  the  residue  of  the  terniy  as  residuary  lega- 
tees. The  defendant,  the  heir  at  law,  claimed  the  inheritance  of 
the  estate  contracted  for,  praying  that  the  purchase  might  be 
completed  out  of  the  personal  estate ;  insisting  that  the  testator 
became  seised  of  the  inheritance  from  the  date  of  the  contract, 
and  that  the  term  was  attendant  upon  the  inheritance. 

Sir  W.  Grant,  M.R. — *^  I  take  the  case  to  be  this :  the  testa- 
tor had  a  lease  in  his  own  nan^,  bad  contracted  for  the  purchase 
of  the  inheritance,  and  died  before  the  conveyance  to  him  was 
completed.  Having  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  the  inherit- 
ance, he  became  complete  owner  of  the  whole  estate.  For  it  is 
clear  in  this  court,  a  party,  who  has  contracted  for  the  purchase 
of  an  estate,  is  equitable  owner ;  the  vendor  is  a  trustee  for  him. 
If  he  had,  by  his  will,  afterwards  disposed  of  all  his  lands,  this 
estate  would  have  passed  by  that  will.  I  thought  it  had  been 
long  established,  that  where  the  same  person  has  the  inheritance 
and  the  term  in  himself,  thou^  he  has  in  one  the  equitable  in- 
terest, and  the  legal  estate  in  the  other,  the  inheritance  draws  to 
itself  the  term,  and  makes  it  attendant.  That  appears  from 
Whitchurch  v.  Whitchurch,  Goodi-ight,  and  Shales,  and  many 
other  cases.  Declare  the  heir  at  law  entitled  to  the  premises 
described  in  the  term." 

22.  The  trust  of  a  term  for  years  may,  however,  belong  to  the  When  a  term  is 
person  seised  of,  or  entitled  to  the  inheritance ;  and  yet  the  term      ^ 

may  not  be  attendant.  For  where  a  person  indicates  in  any 
manner  an  intention  of  separating  a  term  from  the  inheritance, 
it  will  be  considered  as  a  term  in  gross. 

23.  A.  being  seised  in  fee,  demised  his  estate  to  a  trustee  for  Hayier  r.Koad, 
99  years,  in  trust  for  himself  and  his  wife  for  their  lives,  and  the 

life  of  the  survivor,  and  afterwards  in  trust  for  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies ;  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
husband,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  survivor.  They  had  issue 
a  son :  the  husband  died  ;  after  which  the  son  died  in  the  life- 
time of  his  mother,  who  took  out  administration  to  her  husband 
and  son,  and  assigned  the  term. 

After  the  death  of  the  wife,  it  was  contended  by  the  heir  of  ^ 
A.  that  all  the  trusts  of  this  term  either  became  void  by  acci- 
dent, or  were  so  in  their  creation  :  so  that  the  term  had  no  sub- 
sistence for  the  benefit  of  the  personal  representatives  of  any 
of  the  parties ;  but  should  be  considered  as  attendant  on  the  in- 
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heritance.  It  was,  however  decreed  by  Sir  J.  Jekyll»  that  this 
term  should  not  be  attendant  on  the  inheritance ;  for  that  the 
party  who  raised  it,  and  had  power  to  sever  it  from  the  inherit- 
ance»  shewed  his  intention  to  do  so,  by  limiting  the  trust  to  the 
survivor  of  him  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor ; 
which,  though  it  was  a  void  limitation,  yet  sufficed  to  shew  his 
intent  to  sever  such  term  from  the  reversion. 

24.  Where  there  is  an  intervening  legal  estate  and  beneficial 

interest  between  the  term  and  the  inheritance,  the  term  will  be 

considered  to  be  in  gross ;  because  in  that  case  it  would  not 

merge  in  the  inheritance. 

Scott  o.  25.  Sir  A.  Chadwick  purchased  an  estate  in  fee  simple  from 

1  Bro.C.c'€9.  Mrs.  Rudger.    There  being  an  outstanding  term  in  a  trustee,  a 

derivative  lease  of  it  was  granted  to  a  trustee  for  Sir  A.  C,  with 
nominal  reversion  of  eleven  days  to  the  trustee  of  Mrs.  R.  The 
question  was,  whether  this  term  was  in  gross,  or  attendant. 

Lord  Thurlow  said,  every  term  standing  out  was,  at  law,  a 
term  in  gross.  If  it  was  different  in  equity,  it  must  be  by  affect- 
ing the  person  holding  the  term,  with  a  trust,  to  attend  the  in- 
heritance. This  might  be  by  two  ways ;  by  express  declaration  ; 
and  then,  whether  the  term  would,  or  would  not  merge,  and 
whether  the  reversion  were  real,  or  only  nominal,  it  must  be 
attendant  on  the  inheritance.  Here  it  was  not  upon  express 
declaration ;  then  it  must  arise  from  implication  of  law,  founded 
on  the  statute  of  Frauds,  which  forbids  any  trust,  except  by 
writing  or  implication  of  law.  It  was  said  to  be  extremely  plain 
that  Sir  A.  C.  meant  to  consolidate  the  interests :  this  was  beg- 
ging the  question.  It  was  true  he  meant  to  take  the  largest 
interest  he  could :  but  it  was  by  no  means  apparent  that  he  meant 
to  consolidate  the  interests.  He  laid  no  stress  on  the  days  of  re- 
version,  for  it  was  meant  only  as  a  nominal  reversion :  during  that 
time  the  rent  would  be  to  the  original  lessor ;  but  they  did  not  mean 
to  reserve  a  substantial  interest. 

It  would  be  necessary  there  should  be  an  express  trust  to 
make  this  attendant  on  the  inheritance.  The  transaction  did 
not  supply  a  necessary  construction  of  law.  It  was  a  very  nice 
and  new  point,  whether  the  intent  to  purchase  the  whole  interest 
was  sufficient  to  make  the  term  attendant  upon  the  inheritance. 
The  impossibility  he  was  under  of  purchasing  the  whole,  rendered 
an  express  declaration  necessary  to  make  it  attend  the  inheritance. 
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26.  Sir  Edward  Sugden  has  observed  on  this  case,  that  at  first  Law  of  Vend, 
sight  it  seemed  impossible  to  reconcile  those  parts  of  the  judgment  g  y^^  ^{q^ 
which  are  printed  in  italics.     But  that  it  appeared  from  an  opi-  S®?®?*;  ^^j 
nion  of  Mr.  Fearne's,  in  consequence  of  which  the  cause  was 
reheard,  that  rents  were  reserved  upon  the  leases  granted  by  the 
trustees  to  Sir  A.  C,  and  the  usual  covenants  were' entered  into 
by  him ;  the  trustees  being  restrained  to  that  mode  of  making  a 
title  by  their  trust,  which  required  a  reservation  of  rent,  and  the 
usual  covenants :  this  fact  at  once  reconciled  every  part  of  the 
judgment     Lord  Thurlow  was  of  opinion,  that  the  reversion  it- 
self was  immaterial ;  but  that  the  rents  reserved  by  the  leases 
rendered  an  express  declaration  necessary,  to  make  the  terms 
attend  the  inheritance.    Mr.  Feame  was  also  of  opinion,  that 
the  terms  would  not  be  attendant,  if  there  was  any  intervening 
estate,  and  beneficial  interest,  in  any  third  person ;  to  divide  the 
ownership  of  the  term  from  the  inheritance.     But  as  he  was 
told  that  the  rents  reserved  to  the  trustees  upon  the  terms  were 
afterwards  purchased  by  Sir  A.  C,  he  thought  the  terms  did 
attend  the  inheritance,  although  there  was  not  an  express  decla- 
ration for  that  purpose ;  and  he  expressly  delivered  his  opinion, 
subject  to  this  fact,  which  he  had  learned  from  verbal  informa- 
tion only.     By  Lord  Thurlow's  decree  on  the  rehearing,  it  ap- 
pears clearly  that  the  rents  were  not  purchased ;  and  conse- 
quently that  Mr.  Feame  was  misinformed. 

27.  In  the  case  of  Willoughby  v.  Willoughby,  Lord  Hard-  A  term  at- 

,  _  o      rf  ^  o      ^  teodaot  may  be- 

wicke  says  —  "A  term  attendant  on  the  inheritance  may  be  come  a  term  ia 
disannexed,  and  turned  into  a  term  in  gross,  by  the  absolute  ^^* 
owner  of  the  inheritance ;  and  so  it  is  admitted  by  Serjeant 
Maynard  in  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case:  or  it  may  be  made  3Cba.Ca.46. 
to  become  a  term  in  gross,  upon  a  contingency  according  to  the 
resolution  in  that  case." 

28.  So  it  said  by  Lord  Commissioner  Raymond,  that  where  a  9  Mod.  127. 
man  has  a  term  for  years,  which,  by  intendment  of  law  only, 
attends  the  inheritance,  certainly  he  has  a  power  to  sever  such 

a  term  from  the  inheritance,  if  he  should  assign  it  to  one  man, 
and  mortgage  the  inheritance  to  another ;  in  such  case  the  term 
would  not  attend  the  inheritance,  but  become  a  term  in  gross. 

29.  Terms  attendant  on  the  inheritance  are  considered  as  Terms  attendant 
absolutely  annexed   to  the  inheritance,  and   are  therefore  not  [^J^^.  ^ 
subject  to  those  rules  by  which  terms  in  gross  are  governed.  ^  Vent.  194. 
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They  follow  all  alieoations  made  of  the  inheritanoe,  and  also  the 
daseent  to  the  heir ;  are  capable  of  being  entailed*  and  limited 
over  after  a  general  fidlure  of  issue ;  provided  the  inh^itance  is 
limited  in  the  same  manner.  And  where  a  common  reoo?eiy 
wms  suffered  of  the  inheritance,  it  woald  bar  the  entail  and  re- 
mainders ofver  of  the  term,  as  well  as  those  of  the  freehold ;  fbr 
the  term  can  no  longer  attend  an  estate  tail  which  is  destroyed ; 
nor  can  the  tmstee,  who  is  bat  an  instrument  to  protect  others^ 
have  the  term  to  his  own  use ;  so  that  it  must  thenceforth  attond 
en  the  inheritance  in  fee. 

30.  A  tenn  which  is  attendant  on  the  inheritance  is  so  fully 
considered  as  part  of  it,  and  conjoined  to  it,  and  not  as  a  ohattd 
real,  that  it  does  not  pass  by  a  will  of  chattels ;  but  only  by  m 
willcxecvted  in  such  a  manner  «s  is  required  to  pass  freehold 
estates* 

31.  Terms  attendant  on  the  inheritance  are  real  assets  in  the 
hands  of  the  heir,  for  the  payment  of  all  such  debts  as  are 
chargeable  on  the  inheritance  ;  because  such  terms  are  annexed 
to  the  inheritance,  which  is  real  assets.  And  where  the  inherit- 
ance is  in  trustees,  and  a  person  has  a  term  in  his  own  right, 
which  is  attendant  on  the  inheritance,  and  dies  indebted,  the 
4erm  will  be  liable  to  his  debts ;  for  it  is  assets  at  law,  and 
^uity  follows  the  law. 

32.  It  was  determined  in  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v. 
•Sir  O.  Sands,  that  the  trust  of  a  term,  attendant  on  the  inherit- 
ance, was  not  forfeited  by  the  attainder  for  felony  of  the  cestui 
que  trust;  because  it  was  no  more  than  an  accessary  to  the 
inheritance,  which  was  not  forfeited. 

33.  One  of  the  great  objects  of  the  common  law  is  to  protect 
and  secure  honest  purchasers  from  ail  prior  claims  and  incum- 
brances. It  is  to  this  principle  that  fines  and  nonclaim,  descents 
which  take  away  entries,  and  collateral  warranties,  owe  their 
origin  and  effect.  The  courts  of  equity,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
follow  the^common  law,  soon  adopted  the  same  doctrine ;  and 
laid  it  down  as  a  rule,  that  an  honest  purchaser,  without  notice 

•of  any  defect  in  the  title  to  the  lands  purchased,  or  of  any  in- 
cumbrance on  them,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  shall  not  have 
his  title  impeached  in  equity.  Neither  shall  he  be  compelled 
to  discover  any  writings  or  other  things  which  may  weaken  it ; 
nor  will  the  Court  of  Chancery  take  from  him  any  advantage  by 
which  he  may  defend  himself  at  law. 
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34.  In  eoiDseqtteucd  of  these  pritieiples,  it  has  been  kmg  Treat,  of  £q. 
settled  by  the  Court  of  Cha^c^ty,  that  where  a  person  p«rdiases  ^s!  i',  2J  3! 
an  estate,  without  havifigtiotice,  at  the  tiAie  of  his  purcbaise,  of 
any  incumbrance  tffiectivig  it ;  if  he  afterwards  finds  out  thttt 
there  ^re  incumbraneefi,  and  upon  such  discovery  obtains  an 
aMgtn^t  of  a  priofr  dtttstatiding  tertn  for  years  whether  in  gross 
or  attendant,  to  a  thi^Vjee  himseif;  the  Court  of  Chancery  will 
dot  ititerfefe  to  eet  aside  such^  tisftn,  though  it  be  a  satisfied  one ; 
so  that  the  pKrchasei",  haViii^g  ^  good  title  atlaw,  by«M*a»8of 
the  term,  will  be  thereby  ^cured  from  sUK^h  mesne  iitcttmbfance. 
The  reason  is,  thttt  the  circumstance  of  his  purchasing  without  viie  Wortiey  v. 
notice,  gives  him  equal  equity  iK^h  the  mesne  inemnbFaBoer;  xiuiLc.  5. 
and  by  obtaihing  an  assignment  of  a  prior  term,  he  acquires  the 
legal  estate ;  so  that  he  comes  within  the  maxim,  thst  where 
equity  is  equal,  the  law  must  prevail.     Besides,  the  uiesne  in«  Francis,  61. 
cumbrancer  having  only  a  title  in  equity,  cannot  prevail  i^ainat 
one  who  has  an  equal  title  in  equity,  and  also  the  l^al  e^late ; 
it  being  a  maxim  in  chancery,  that  in  isquali  jure  melior  e9t 
conditio  possidentis.    Lord  Nottingham  has  said,  that  precedents  Finch's  R.  103. 
of  this  kind  are  very  ancient  and  numerous,  where  the  court  has 
refused  to  give  assfetance  against  a  purchaser,  either  in  hmsmvof 
the  heir  or  the  widow,  the  fatheriess  or  ereditors,  or  to  Me  pur- 
chaser against  another,  (a) 

36.   In  the  case  of  Willoughby  v.  Willoughby,  Lord  Hard-  1  Term  R.  763. 

(a)  Lord  Haidwicke  has  thus  explained  this  doctriae :  "  As  to  the  equity  of  this 
court,  that  a  third  incumbrancer,  having  taken  his  security  or  mortgage  without  notice  of 
the  second  incumbrance,  and  then,  being  puisne  taking  in  the  first  incumbrance,  shall 
squeeze  out,  and  have  satisfootion  before  the  second.  That  equity  is  certsinly  esOiblislMd 
in  general,  and  was  so  in  Marsh  v.  Lee,  (Tit.  15.  c.  6.)  by  a  very  solemn  determination 
by  Lord  Hale,  who  gave  it  the  term  of  the  creditor's  tabula  in  naufragio :  that  is  the 
leading  case.  Perhaps  it  might  be  going  a  good  vray  at  first :  but  it  has  been  followed 
ever  since ;  and  I  believe  was  rightly  settled,  only  on  this  foundation,  by  the  particular 
constitution  of  the  law  of  this  country.  It  could  not  happen  In  any  <ttlier  (sountrybat 
this,  because  the  Jurisdictien  of  lawand  equity  is  administeied  here  in  difieveat  courts, 
and  creates  diflferent  kinds  of  rights  in  estates.  As  courts  of  equitj^  break  in  upon  the 
common  law,  where  necessity  and  conscience  require  it,  still  they  allow  superior  force 
and  strength  to  a  legal  title  to  estates ;  therefore,  when  there  is  a  legal  title,  anduqui^ 
of  one  side,  this  court  never  thought  fit  that  by  reason  of  a  prior  equity  agaiast  aiiiati 
who  had  a  legal  title,  that  man  should  be  hurt ;  and  this  by  reason  of  that  force  this 
court  necessarily  and  rightly  allovrs  to  the  common  law,  and  to  legal  titles.  But  if  this 
had  happened  in  any  other  country,  it  could  never  have  been  made  a  question.  For  if 
the  law  and  equity  are  administered  by  the  same  jurisdiction,  the  rule,  ^  prior  est 
tempore  potior  est  in  jure,  must  hold.*'    2  Vcsey ,  573. 
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wicke,  after  stating  the  origin  and  nature  of  trasi  terms  for  years, 
Anu.  proceeds  in  these  words: — **  What  kind  of  grantee  or  owner  of 

the  inheritance  is  entitled  in  this  coart  to  the  protection  of  such 
a  term?  or,  in  other  words,  in  whose  hands  such  a  term  shall  be 
allowed  to  protect  the  inheritance  ?  In  the  first  place,  he  must 
be  a  purchaser  for  a  price  paid,  or  for  a  valuable  consideration ; 
he  must  be  a  purchaser  bona  Jidei,  not  affected  with  any  fraud 
or  collusion ;  he  must  be  a  purchaser  without  notice  of  the  prior 
conveyance,  or  of  the  prior  charge  or  incumbrance ;  for  notice 
makes  him  come  in  fraudulently.  If  he  has  no  notice,  and  bap- 
pens  to  take  a  defective  conveyance  of  the  inheritance ;  defective 
either  by  reasimof  some  prior  conveyance,  or  of  some  prior  charge 
or  incumbrance ;  and  if  he  ako  take  an  assignment  of  the  term 
to  a  trustee  for  him ;  or  to  himself,  where  he  takes  the  convey- 
ance of  the  inheritance  to  his  trustee ;  in  both  these  cases,  he  shall 
have  the  benefit  of  the  term  to  protect  him.  That  is,  he  may 
make  use  of  the  legal  estate  of  the  term  to  defend  his  possession ; 
or  if  he  has  lost  the  possession,  to  recover  it  at  common  law, 
notwithstanding  that  his  adversary  may  at  law  have  the  strict 
title  to  the  inheritance.  This  made  me  say,  that  in  those  cases 
the  court  often  disannexes  the  trust  of  the  term  from  the  legal 
fee ;  but  still  in  support  of  right.  For  if  a  man  come  in  fairly 
and  bon&Jidef  and  has  paid  a  price  for  the  land,  and  acquired  an 
estate  in  it,  which  the  law  will  support  (a  plank  by  which  at  law 
he  may  save  himself  from  sinking),  there  can  be  no  ground  in 
equity  or  conscience  to  take  it  from  him.  This  is  the  meaning  of 
what  is  generally  expressed  by  saying,  that  where  a  man  has  both 
law  and  equity  on  his  side,  he  shall  not  be  hurt  in  a  court  of 
equity.  It  was  once  doubted  whether,  if  the  term  were  vested 
in  a  third  person,  a  trustee  generally,  and  not  in  the  party  him- 
self, he  should  be  allowed  the  benefit  of  it  in  equity  ;  because 
the  court  ought  to  determine  for  whom  the  stranger  was  a  trus* 
tee ;  and  then  the  rule  is,  qui  prior  est  tempore  potior  est  Jure. 
3  Vern.  599.      But  this  was  settled  by  Lord  Cowper,  in  the  case  of  Wilkes  v. 

Boddington.  He  lays  it  down  to  be  a  rule  in  equity,  that  where 
a  man  is  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  nouce, 
he  shall  not  be  annoyed  in  equity ;  not  only  where  be  has  a  prior 
legal  estate,  but  where  he  has  a  better  right  to  call  for  the  legal 
estate  than  his  adversary." 
36.  Where  a  term  for  years  is  vested  in  a  trustee,  upon  an  ex- 
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press  trust,  a  purchaser  shall  not  protect  himself  by  taking  an 
assignment  oF  such  term»  after  notice  of  the  trust. 

37.  Ann  Bayley,  being  possessed  of  a  term  for  years,  made  a  Saonden  v. 
voluntary  settlement  thereof,  in  trust  for  herself  for  life,  remainder  2  Vera' 271. 
to  her  daughter  Isabella  for  life,  remainder  to  her  children. — 
Isabella  mortgaged  the  lands  in  question  for  200/.  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  pretended  he  had  no  notice  of  the  settlement :  but 
hearing  of  it  after,  he  got  an  assignment  of  the  term  from  the 
trustees. 

Per  Cur, — ^Though  a  purchaser  may  buy  in  an  incumbrance, 
or  lay  hold  of  any  plank  to  protect  himself,  yet  he  shall  not  pro- 
tect himself  by  the  taking  a  conveyance  from  a  trustee  after  he 
had  notice  of  the  trust.  For  by  taking  a  conveyance  with 
notice  of  the  trust,  he  himself  becomes  the  trustee ;  and  must 

not,  to  get  a  plank  to  save  himself,  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  VideTh.  15. 

.       .  c.  6. 

trust. 

38.  An  assignment  of  a  term  for  years  will  not  protect  a  pur- 
chaser from  a  crown  debt ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given 
hereafter.  Tit.  32.  c.  27. 

39.  A  term  for  years  will  protect  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  And  also  from 
consideration  from  the  claim  of  dower,  though  such  purchaser 

had  notice  of  the  marriage  at  the  time  of  his  purchase. 

40.  Lady  Radnor's  husband  was  seised  in  tail  of  the  lands  in  Radnor «. 
question.     But  there  was  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  prior  to  shwr.  Pari^' 
his  estate,  which  was  created  for  the  performance  of  several  ^a.  69. 
trusts  in  the  Earl  of  Warwick's  will,  all  which  were  performed, 

and  after,  in  trust  to  attend  the  inheritance.  Lord  Radnor 
having  barred  the  entail,  sold  the  estate  to  Vandebendy ;  and 
assigned  the  term  to  a  trustee  for  him.  After  the  death  of  Lord 
Radnor,  his  widow  recovered  dower,  with  a  cessat  executio  during 
the  term ;  and  brought  her  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to 
have  the  term  removed,  that  she  might  have  the  benefit  of  hei 
judgment  at  law.  Lord  C.  Jeffries  inclined  to  give  relief^  but 
Lord  Somers  held,  that  this  being  against  a  purchaser,  equity 
ought  not  to  give  any  relief;  and  dismissed  the  bill. 

On  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  argued  for  Lady 
Radnor,  that  equity  did  entitle  her  to  the  third  of  this  term* 
That  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  would  be  entitled  to  it,  and  by  the 
same  reason  a  tenant  in  dower.  That  the  term  was  to  attend  all 
the  estates  created  by  Lord  Warwick's  will,  and  in  trust  for  such 
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periQBS  ag  shoald  claim  under  it ;  which  the  appellant  did,  aa 
well  as  the  respondent.  That  the  purchaser  had  notice  of  the 
incumbrance  of  dower,  the  vendor  being  married  when  be  sold 
the  estate ;  and  that  Lady  Radnor  claimed  under  her  husband, 
who  had  the  benefit  of  the  whole  trust. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  dower  was  an  interest  or 
right  at  the  common  law  only ;  that  no  title  could  be  maintained 
to  dower,  but  where  the  common  law  gave  it ;  and  if  a  term 
were  in  being,  no  woman  was  ever  let  in,  until  after  the  deter- 
mination of  that  term«  That  this  was  the  first  pretence  set  op 
for  dower  in  equity.  The  right  was  only  to  the  thirds  of  the 
rent  reserved  on  any  term.  That  it  had  always  been  the  opinion 
of  conveyancers,  that  a  term  or  statute  prevented  dower ;  and 
that  the  consequence  of  an  alteration  would  be  much  more  dan- 
gerous than  the  continuance  of  the  old  rules*  The  decree  was 
affirmed. 

41.  The  doctrine  established  in  this  case  is  contrary  to  the 
general  principles  of  equity,  which  has  never  extended  its  pro- 
tection, in  any  other  instance,  to  purchasers  with  notice  of  in- 
cumbrances, at  the  time  of  their  purchase.  The  true  and  only 
reason  on  which  it  was  founded  was  the  silent  uniform  course  of 
pmctice,  uninterrupted,  but  at  the  same  time  unsupported,  by 
legal  decisions.  An  opinion  having  been  generally  adopted  by 
the  conveyancers,  that  a  satisfied  term  would  protect  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  claim  of  dower ;  and  many  estates  having  been 
purchased  under  this  opinion.  It  is  now,  however,  fully  recog- 
nized and  confirmed  by  a  decree  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  of  whose 
judgment  on  the  case  the  following  report  is  taken  from  Mr. 
Butler's  Notes  on  the  first  Institute. 
Swtniiock  V.  42.  Ix)rd  Chancellor. — ^The  plaintiff's  husband  being  seised  of 

1  Inst.  208.  a.  a  freehold  estate,  subject  to  a  term  of  one  thousand  years,  stand* 
Hill  V.  Adams,  ^^g  out  in  a  mortgagee  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage  made  by  his 
2Atk.206.s.c.  fj^ibor,  conveys  the  inheritance  to  defendant  for  a  valuable 

conaideration ;  and,  at  the  time  of  this  conveyance,  defendant 
takes  an  assignment  of  the  torm  in  mortgage,  in  the  name  of 
trustees^  to  wait  and  attend  upon  such  inheritance ;  and  now  the 
plaintiff  bringis  b«r  bill  against  defendant  the  purchaser,  for 
dower,  pmying  to  be  admitted  to  redeem  this  mortg^g^  term* 
and  to  have  it  out  of  the  way ;  and,  upon  payment  of  her  pro- 
portion of  the  mortgage  money,  to  be  let  into  her  dower  imnW'* 
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diately,  that  she  might  not  wait  till  the  determination  of  the 
term.  And  the  question  is,  whether  the  Court  ought  to  decree 
this  under  the  present  circumstances  of  the  case.  I  cannot  say 
but  that  the  decree  already  made  at  the  Rolls  for  plaintiff  the 
widow  is  absolutely  consistent  with  the  mere  reason  of  the  thing, 
if  it  was  not  to  be  considered  originallyi  and  settled  :  but  as  this 
must  depend  not  only  upon  the  precedents  of  the  Court,  but  the 
practice  of  conveying  titles  to  estates,  upon  which  the  prece- 
dents themselves  were  settled,  I  do  not  wonder  that  a  decree  of 
this  kind  should  be  made  by  a  judge  who  was  not  absolutely 
conversant  in  such  precedents  of  the  Court,  and  the  distinction 
taken  therein.  But  upon  consideration  of  them,  and  the  great 
authority  relied  upon  of  Lady  Radnor  and  Vandebendy,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  decree  ought  to  be  reversed ;  and  if  it  should 
not»  would  it  not  be  going  directly  contrary  to  that  great  autho- 
rity, and  the  reasons  upon  which  it  is  founded,  and  make  such 
uncertainty  in  this  court,  in  regard  to  purchasers,  that  the  sub- 
ject would  not  know  what  to  rely  upon  ?  The  wife  here  claims 
her  dower,  subject  to  a  term  originally  standing  out  in  a  mort- 
gagee ;  the  consequence  of  that  is,  that,  in  law,  though  she 
might  have  brought  her  writ  of  dower  and  recovered  judgment, 
yet  she  could  not  have  had  the  benefit  of  it,  till  after  the  de^ 
termination  of  the  terra ;  for  the  judgment  would  be  with  a 
cessat  executio  till  that  time :  this  was  the  wife's  legal  remedy  ; 
and,  that  being  so,  she  comes  into  this  court  upon  the  foundation 
of  her  general  right  of  dower,  to  be  delivered  from  that  restriction 
which  the  law  imposes  upon  her,  from  having  the  benefit  of  it 
till  such  determination  of  the  term,  and  to  be  admitted  to  redeem 
this  term,  which  is  now  not  in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee,  but 
of  the  purchaser,  as  being  assigned  to  attend  upon  the  inherit- 
ance, and  for  the  other  purposes  before  mentioned ;  and  though 
the  assignment  is  not  in  the  words,  to  protect  the  itiheritancefrom 
dower  or  mesne  inctunbrances,  yet  it  is  always  so  understood, 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  use  in  taking  the  term  in*  the  name 
of  a  trustee.  It  is  admitted  by  the  defendant,  in  case  things 
had  stood  as  they  were  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  viz.  that  the 
term  had  been  in  the  mortgagee,  and  the  inheritance  in  the 
husband  as  h^r,  or  purchased  from  him  by  the  purchaser,  with- 
out assignment  of  the  term,  as  here,  the  wife,  as  entitled  to 
dower,  might  then  have  come  here  to  redeem  the  mortgage,  to 
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have  the  benefit  of  coming  at  her  doWer  immedifitialy,  by  paying 
off  the  mortgage  money,  or  keeping  down  the  interest,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  heir  or  purchaser;    and  even  this  was,  (when 
originally  settled,)  going  a  good  way  in  favour  of  a  dowiess, 
though  it  was  consistent  with  the  reason  of  the  thing ;  for  as 
she  was  entitled  to  dower^  and  as  a  mortgage  is  only  a  redeem- 
able interest,  it  is  fit  the  equity  of  redemption  should  follow  the 
nature  of  the  interest  in  the  estate  ;  and  she  to  be  endowed,  and 
the  heir  at  law  to  be  entitled  to  the  inheritance,  subject  to  such 
dower,  was  giving  the  wife  a  real  benefit,  arising  from  her  dower, 
and  not  a  mere  nominal  one,  as  it  would  be  at  law,  where  there  is 
an  outstanding  term:  for,  when  the  law  says  she  shall  have 
judgment  for  dower,  but  with  a  cessat  executio  till  the  determina- 
tion of  the  term,  that  is,  in  fact,  to  say,  she  shall  have  no  dower ; 
and  therefore  this  court,  as  against  the  heir,  but  not  the  pai^ 
chaser  of  the  term  and  inheritance,  gives  her   the  benefit  of 
her  dower,  by  removing  the  term ;    and  if  all  the  cases  of 
tenancy  in  dower,  and  curtesy  likewise,  were  now  originally  to 
be  considered,  it  might  as  well  be  left  upon  the  strength  of  die 
law,  for  it  is  undoubtedly  a  mere  legal  title  that  the  one  has  as 
well  as  the  other ;  and  there  is  no  contract  of  the  parties  inter- 
vening ;  therefore,  if  a  woman  marries,  and  the  husband  is  in 
possession  of  an  estate,  or  if  a  man  marries,  and  the  woman  is  in 
possession  of  an  estate,  each  party  knows  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage,  their  estates  are  liable  and  subject,  on  the  one  side,  to 
a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  and,  on  the  other,  to  dower,  and  to  all 
mesne  incumbrances  and  terms ;  and  there  is  no  harm  to  say 
that  both  shall  take  their  chance.    The  commiseration  in  respect 
to  dower  has  arisen  from  the  determination  in  favour  of  tenancy 
by  the  curtesy ;  and,  indeed,  the  distinction  made  between  dower 
and  curtesy  is  founded  upon  very  slight  reasons :  but,  however, 
it  has  been  so  established.  The  great  point,  in  this  case,  depends 
upon  the  determination  in  the  case  of  Lord  Radnor  and  Vande- 
bendy  in  Show.  P.  C,  and  Preced.  in  Chan. :  and  that  was  thus* 
(I  mention  it  from  Lord  Somers'  own  notes.) 

It  was  sent  to  the  master  in  order  to  state  the  case,  who  stated 
it,  that  Charles  Earl  of  Warwick,  upon  the  marriage  of  his  son, 
settled  his  estate,  as  to  part,  in  jointure  to  his  lady,  and  part 
upon  the  son  in  tail,  and  part  upon  himself  in  tail ;  and,  upon 
failure  of  issue  male,  then  to  trustees  for  ninety-nine  years,  to  be 
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disposed  of  by  the  said  earl  either  by  deed  or  will ;  and  for  want 
of  such  appoiatmenty  the  term  was  declared  to  be  for  the  next  ill 
remainder,  and  to  be  attendant  upon  the  inheritance.    And  as  to 
a  third  part  of  a  moiety  of  the  estate,  it  was  limited  to  Lord 
Bodmyn  in  tail ;-  the  son  died  without  issue,  and  then  the  earl, 
according  to  his  power  of  appointment^  charges  the  estate  with 
some  annuities,  of  which  some  were  determincki  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  in  question*  and  some  were  continuing ;  and  then 
the  trust  term,  which  was  merely  such,  was  to  be  attendant  upon 
the  inheritance.    Vandebendy  purchased  of  Lord  Bodmyn,  the 
plaintiff's  husband,  that  part  of  the  estate  limited  to  him ;  and 
took,  not  only  a  conveyance,  but  a  recognizance  in  two  statutes, 
in  very  considerable  sums  to  indemnify  the  estate  from  incum-" 
brances,  and  against  the   wife's  dower,  and  for  suffering  a 
recovery,  and  took  an  assignment  of  the  term.    Vandebendy 
afterways  conveyed  to  Sir  John  Rotheram,  which  occasioned  it  to 
be  called  in  Preced.  in  Chan,  by  that  name.    Lady  Radnor 
brought  a  -bill  to  have  the  benefit  of  dower  against  Vande- 
bendy, (who  purchased  of  Lord  Bodmyn  her  husband,)  and  to 
set  this  term  out  of  the  way.    And  by  the  decree  before  made, 
Lord  Jeffries  inclined  to  give  relief,  and  did  set  the  term  out  of 
the  way,  and  direct  she  should  bring  dower  at  law :  but  Lord 
Somers  reversed  that  decree ;  and  upon  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  the  reversal  was  affirmed.    There  was  great  doubt  in  this 
court,  and  so  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  there  was  a  great 
inclination  in  the  house  to  reverse  that  decree  of  Lord  Somers : 
but  when  the  counsel  came  to  the  bar,  the  lords  asked,  whether 
it  was  usual  for  conveyancers  to  convey  terms  for  years  to  attend 
the  inheritance,  to  prevent  dower,  and  the  counsel  with  great 
•andour  saying  it  was,  ithe  lords  affirmed  Lord  Somers'  decree. 
The  point  that  weighed  in  the  judgment  was,  that  this  was  the 
case  of  a  purchase  for  valuable  consideration  ;  that,  in  making 
conveyances,  purchasers  relied  upon  that  method  of  taking  a 
conveyance  of  the  inheritance  to  themselves,  and  an  assignment 
of  the  term  standing  out  to  a  trustee,  to  attend  it ;  that  the  out- 
standing term  was  prior  to  the  title  of  dower  in  the  wife,  and, 
therefore,  purchasers  have  relied  upon  that  as  a  bar  to  such 
dower:  so  that  this  Court  and  the  House  of  Lords  were  of 
opinion,  that  if  they  were  not  to  permit  that  to  be  so,  it  would 
be  to  overturn  the  general  rule  which  had  been  established  and 

VOL.    I.  F    F 
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practised  by  many  titles  to  estates,  and  tend  to  make  sqeh 
iitlos  precarioas  for  the  fature.  And  as  to  what  was  said  in  the 
ease  of  Brown  and  Gibbs,  Preced.  Chan.  99.  viz.  that  though 
there  was  a  purchaser  in  the  case  of  Lord  Radnor  and  Vande- 
bendy,  yet  that  the  co«irt  did  not  go  upon  that  reason,  i  do  not 
know  who  reported  that  to  be  the  saying  of  the  court :  but  this 
I  know,  that  that  was  the  cmly  reason  for  the  deteimination 
there ;  and  that  is  plain,  £6r  Vandebendy  the  purchaser  having 
pan^hased  for  a  valuable  consideration^  Loid  Somen  did  rely 
apoa  that  greatly ;  for  be  said  it  had  always  been  looked  opon, 
that  a  term  purchased  in  by  such  a  person  to  protect  the  in* 
heritance  against  dower,  &c.  has  been  suflioient  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and,  therefore^  it  would  not  only  be  a  new  thing,  to  deter- 
mine it  should  not,  but  of  very  great  consequence,  and  greater 
than  what  appears  at  first  view ;  besides,  what  has  been  already 
meationed,  and  especially  since  practitioners  have  all  along 
adFised  this  method,  whereby  many  persons  have  been  pur- 
<^asers  in  that  way,  and  there  cannot  be  a  stronger  argument 
against  altering  this  method  by  any  determination,  than  to  say 
it  was  never  done.  But  the  argument  by  the  counsel  was  of 
another  itature ;  for  they  said  that  judgment  has  been  given  for 
daw^r  in  all  ages ;  and  in  the  case  of  a  term,  as  in  the  present 
case»  she  might  come  into  this  court  to  have  the  benefit  of  her 
dower  notwithstanding  such  term. 

Ever  since  this  case,  it  has  always  been  said,  that  the  Court  is 
bound  by  it ;  and,  on  the  edier  hand,  I  have  heard  it  ofiben  said 
by  the  Court,  that  they  wH  go  no  iafther;  and,  thesefore,  to 
have  the  benefit  of  a  determination,  every  person's  case  most  be 
exactly  and  strictly  the  same  with  that.  I  am  of  the  same  (pi- 
nion too,  and  will  not  go  any  further  than  that  case  does;  so  that 
then  the  question  comes  to  this,  whether  there  is  any  distinction 
between  this  case  and  that. 

It  is  said  that  there  the  purchaser  was  allowed  to  pfotnct  him- 
sdf  by  taking  in  the  term  attendant  upon  the  inheritanoe,  be« 
canse  that  was  a  satisfied  term ;  whidi,  in  the  considemtion  of 
this  Court,  was  become  part  of  the  t&e.  That  he  purchased  the 
whfde  estate  of  the  husband ;  and  therefore  an  old  term»  anch  as 
that  was,  has  been  allowed  to  be  so  assigned  to  protect  the  inhe* 
ritanoe:  hoi  diat,  in  this  case,  the  husband  had  nothing  in  the 
term,  heeaose  he  was  owner  of  the  inheritan^,  subfect  to  it,  and 
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to  the  equity  of  redemptioQ  of  it ;  and  for  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  th^  term  waa  in  iDortgage,  and  standing  out,  and  the 
money  advanced  still  due  upon  it.  That  it  was  a  security  sepa- 
rate from  the  husband's  inh^itance,  and  the  purchaser  took  it 
from  the  mortgagee  only,  and  not  from  the  husband.  But  I  think 
that  mak^s  no  difference  here  from  that  of  Vandebendy :  if  there 
is  any  difference,  it  is  against  the  plaintiff,  and  makes  the  case 
much  stronger  in  favour  of  the  present  purchaser.  It  is  difficult 
to  say,  upon  the  state  of  the  case,  that  the  term  there  was  a  satis- 
fied term,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.  I  rather  think  it  was  not, 
for  Lord  Somers  states  it  that  the  flarl  of  Warwick,  who  had  the 
power  of  appointing  the  trust  term,  did  appoint  it,  by  charging  it 
with  some  annuities,  which  were  to  commence  a  year  after :  and 
that  some  of  them  were  continuing,  and  some  of  them  determin* 
ed,  and  I  think  after  the  purchase  made ;  and  if  that  was  so,  this 
was  ngt  a  satisfied  term,  but  still  subsisting,  to  pay  those  annui- 
ti^  which  were  incumbrances  continuing  on  the  terms ;  so  that 
Vandebendy,  who  took  the  assignment  of  the  term,  took  it  sub- 
ject to  the  trust  so  continuing  on  it,  in  like  manner  as  the  pur- 
chaser here  took  the  term,  subject  to  the  mortgage, and  the  money 
due  thereon :  therefore  the  distinction  endeavoured  to  be  made 
between  the  eaae  there,  being  a  satisfied  term,  and  this,  being  a 
mortgage  term,  not  satisfied,  fails.  But  supposing  the  term  had 
been  i^tisfied»  bow  would  that  make  any  difference  ?  It  is  true 
that  wQi|Id  tbm  have  been  a  trust  for  the  husband  and  his  heirs ; 
and  he  would  have  it  as  part  of  his  ownership  and  dominion  over 
tbe  estate,  and»  consequently,  it  would  be  subject  to  dower,  as 
against  the  husband ;  for  if  the  hnsband  dies,  and  there  is  a  sa- 
tisfied term  continuing,  the  wife  would  be  entitled  to  come  into 
this  Court  (^gainst  the  heir,  to  set  that  term  out  of  the  way,  in 
order  to  have  the  benefit  of  her  dower ;  and  thajt  is  expressly  so 
said  in  the  pa^e  of  Banks  and  Sutton,  2  Wms.  700.,  by  the 
Mast^jr  pf  the  Rolls,  and  he  cites  a  case  to  that  purpose ;  and 
undoubtedly  she  would  without  paying  anything ;  and  if,  in  the 
present  cas?,  the  husband  had  made  no  conveyance  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  mortgage  had  continued  in  the  mortgagee,  pr  his 
assignee,  and  the  Qq\Kity  gf  redemption  had  descended  on  the 
heir,  she  would  have  been  entitled  Ukewiae  to  dcm&r  against  him, 
by  reiJ^aQMng  the  term  %nd  paying  her  proportion  of  the  mort- 
'  gage  money,  or  by  keeping  down  the  interest.    But  if  a  term 
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for  yean  is  ia  mortgage,  and  a  person  purchases  the  inheritance 
of  the  husband,  and  takes  an  assignment  of  the  term  from  the 
mor^agee,  by  paying  off  the  money,  not  only  to  have  the  tmat 
of  the  term  as  a  secnrity,  but  to  protect  the  inhmtance  so  pur- 
chased— would  it  not  be  hard  to  take  away  the  benefit  of  it  from 
him  1     Shall  it  be  said,  that  he  shall  have  a  less  inheritance  by 
taking  in  a  mortgage  term  in  that  manner,  by  actuaQy  paying 
off  the  mortgage  money,  than  if  he  had  taken  an  old  satisfied 
term  for  which  he  never  paid  any  thing  ?    Th^efore  if  the  term 
in  Lady  Radnor's  case  had  been  a  satisfied  one,  that  would  have 
been  so  far  from  distinguishing  that  case  from  this,  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff,  that  it  would  have  been  rather  stronger  in  favour  of 
the  purchaser ;  for  here  he  paid  a  consideration  for  the  outstand- 
ing term,  and  there  would  have  been  nothing  paid  for  such  satis- 
fied term.    But  it  is  said  that  this  purchase  of  the  mortgage 
was  from  the  mortgagee,  and  not  from  the  husband.    If  that 
was  so,  I  do  not  know  that  this  would  make  any  difference,  be- 
cause the  husband  here  joined  in  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage. 
But  what  results  from  this  case  is,  that  it  was  part  of  the  agree- 
ment of  all  the  parties  (the  husband  joining),  that  the  term 
should  be  purchased  in  by  the  purchaser  of  the  estate,  to  attend 
his  inheritance ;  and  that  is  the  very  trust  declared  by  the  deed. 
It  has  been  admitted  here,  that  if  the  husband  had  paid  off  the 
mortgage  himself,  after  the  coverture,  and  taken  an  assignment 
of  the  term  in  mortgage,  in  trust  for  him  and  his  heirs,  to  attend 
the  inheritance  (in  which  case  it  would  have  then  become  a  sa- 
tisfied term),  and  after  this  a  purchaser  had  purchased  from  him, 
and  paid  him  the  whole  money,  and  taken  a  conveyance  of  the 
inheritance  from  him,  and  an  assignment  of  the  term  from  the 
trustees,  that  would  have  been  very  well,  and  within  the  case 
directly  of  Lady  Radnor.    What  is  the  difference,  then,  in  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  whether  the  husband  pays  off  the  mortgage 
himself,  and  takes  an  assignment  of  the  term,  in  trust  for  himself 
and  his  heirs,  and  then  sells  to  a  purchaser  the  inheritance,  who 
takes  the  term  from  the  trustees;  or  when  the  purchaser  comes 
and  purchases  the  inheritance  from  the  husband,  and  pays  off 
the  mortgage^  and  takes  an  assignment  of  the  term  to  himself; 
is  the  case  the  less  strong  for  that  ?     It  is  rather  stronger.     It  is 
admitted  that  if  this  had  been  an  old  satisfied  term,  standing  out 
attendant  upon  the  inheritance,  and  a  purchaser  had  purchased 
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from  the  husband,  and  had  taken  in  this  term,  that  would  have 
protected  the  inheritance. 

That  if  a  man,  before  marriage,  conveys  his  estate  privately, 
without  the  knowledge  of  his  wife,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  him- 
self and  his  heirs  in  fee,  that  vnll  prevent  dower.    So  if  a  man 
purchases  an  estate  after  coverture,  and  takes  a  conveyance  to 
trustees  in  trust  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  that  will  put  an  end 
to  dower.    So  if  he  takes  an  estate  in  joint-tenancy,  or  a  con- 
veyance to  himself  for  a  long  term  of  years :  but  it  is  objected 
that  the  act  done  here  by  the  purchaser,  at  the  time  of  purchase, 
he  having  notice  of  the  marriage,  will  put  his  wife  in  a  worse 
condition  than  she  would  have  been  in  originally,  if  the  pur- 
ehaser  had  not  intervened  ;  since  then,  there  would  have  been  a 
redeemable  mortgage,  (the  equity  of  redemption  being  in  the 
husband,)  and  the  husband  dying,  she  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
deem such  mortgage,  and  then  to  have  had  dower ;  and,  therefore, 
by  the  purchaser's  knowing  of  the  title  of  dower,  by  reason  of  the 
marriage,  he  would  have  put  her  into  a  worse  condition,  which 
in  equity  he  ought  not  to  have  done ;  and  this  ought  not  to  alter 
her  right.     But  this  does  not  differ  from  the  common  case ;  for 
in  this  case  suppose  the  husband  had,  before  the  purchase,  re- 
deemed the  mortgage,  and  taken  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage 
term,  in  trust  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  to  attend  the  inherit- 
ance, and  after  that  the  purchaser  had  purchased  from  him,  and 
taken  an  assignment  of  such  attendant  term,  in  trust  to  him  and 
his  heirs,-  would  not  that  have  altered  the  wife's  right  to  dower  ? 
though,  without  that  intervention  of  the  purchaser,  she  would 
be  entitled  to  her  dower,  as  against  the  heir.     So,  likewise,  in 
the  case  of  an  old  term  attending  upon  the  inheritance  in  trust. 
But  this  purchase  prevents  the  descent  of  the  estate  to  the  heir ; 
and  therefore  it  is  not  to  be  said  that  the  purchaser  has  put  the 
wife  in  a  worse  condition  by  the  intervention  of  his  purchase ; 
but  because  conveyancers  did  rely  upon  the  assignment  of  the 
term  to  trustees,  to  protect  the  inheritance,  .as  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  it  was  determined,  as  has  been  mentioned ;  and  I  do 
not  see  how  the  present  case  can  differ  from  that  of  an  old  term 
to  attend  the  inheritance.     But  the  present  point  is,  that  here 
the  term  was  in  the  mortgagee,  and  the  inheritance  in  the  hus- 
band ;  the  term  will  stand  in  the  way  of  dower  at  law,  and  the 

purchaser  comes  in  upon  that  foot,  pays  his  money,  and  relies 
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upon  that  term  to  protect  bis  pttrehaae ;  and  therefore  I  think 
this  is  strictly  within  the  reason  of  the  oase  of  Lady  Radnor  and 
Vandebendy,  and  all  the  other  cases  grounded  upon  it 

Another  distinction  made  is^  that  h^re  is  an  express  corenant 
taken  ftom  the  husband^  against  the  dower  of  his  wife;  for  the 
covenant  is  that  the  purchaser  should  enjoy  the  estate  free  from 
ikicumbranceBy  8cc.  and  from  all  dowers,  6io.  and  particulariy  the 
dower  of  the  plaintiff;  and  then  there  is  a  covenant  for  further 
assurance,  and  that  this  shews  that  the  purchaser  relied  upon  this 
covenant  as  his  security,  to  indemnify  him  against  dower,  and 
that  it  is  plain,  without  question,  this  is  notice  of  the  dower. 

A  man  may  reasonably  take  a  covenant  against  such  right  of 
dower,  and  yet  rely  upon  the  security  of  the  trust  term  besides, 
and  may  take  such  covenant  against  any  damages  in  respect  to 
any  suits  by  the  vrife  for  dower.  The  purchaser  did  not  pnr- 
ohase  here  subject  to  the  wife's  dower,  for  he  paid  a  price  for  the 
estate  exclusive  of  it.  If  the  estate  in  his  hands  had  been  sub- 
ject to  the  dower,  then  the  covenant  against  it  of  the  husband's 
would  not  have  signified :  but,  however,  be  that  as  it  will,  it  is  simi-* 
lar  to  that  of  Vandebendy,  fot  there  the  purchaser  took  two  statutes 
with  defeazances,  to  indemnify  the  estate  from  inoumbmnCes,  and 
the  wife's  doWer,  and  to  sufier  a  recovery ;  and  it  was  insisted  upon 
there,  by  the  counsel,  as  it  is  here.  But  Lord  Somers  said,  though 
a  man  does  take  such  security,  which  he  does  to  preVMt  any 
damages  that  may  arise,  yet  that  does  not  preclude  him  firom 
any  favour  he  is  entitled  to. 

Another  consideration,  in  this  oase«  is  length  of  time,  for  the 
purchase  Was  made  in  1711 ;  the  husband  died  in  1719,  and  the 
plaintiff,  the  widow,  never  brought  dower,  or  the  present  Ullj 
till  1737;  and  it  appears  that  defendant,  the  purohaser,  has 
since  made  great  improvements  upon  the  estate ;  and  therefore 
it  would  be  very  hard,  especially  after  the  several  cases  deter- 
mined in  favour  of  purchasers,  even  if  there  was  a  hair's  breadth 
of  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  Lady  Radnor  and 
Vandebendy,  to  suffer  the  plaintiff  now  to  come  here  for  dower. 

It  is  said,  about  ten  years  ago,  plaintiff  did  claim  her  dower 
of  the  present  defendant,  which  amounted  to  notice  to  him  of 
such  dower, (which  he  did  not  want:)  but,  however,  the  making 
a  claim,  and  then  not  proceeding  directly  upon  it,  shews  that 
plaintiff  was  conusant  of  her  right,  but  would  not  proceed ;  and 
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the  purchaser  wua%i  think  bj  her  delaying  bo  to  do,  tb«t  she 
would  not,  and  that  might  be  an  indaoement  Cor  him  to  make 
Mich  idiprovdments  as  he  has  done. 

Therefore,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  decree  ought  to  be 
reversed,  and  the  bill  dismissed :  but  I  will  not  give  costs. 

43.  This  doctrine  has  been  fully  recognized  in  a  mcdem  case  Wynn  v.  Wil- 
by  Sir  R.  P.  Anlen,  M.R.  who  is  reported  to  have  said,— '*  It  jJTisl^'*' 
is  perfectly  established,  that  a  purchaser  for  a  valuaUs  const* 
deration  from  the  owner  of  the  equitable  interest,  may  protect 

himself,  though  the  owner  could  not,  by  the  assignment  of  any 
outstanding  terms.  He  might  therefore  protect  himself  against 
any  demand  she  (the  widow)  might  have  of  dower  at  lawf  The 
decision  is  a  very  ancient  one,  and  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of 
Lords*  Therefore,  however  questionaUo  it  migbt  have  been,  it 
is  now  clear  that  a  purchaser,  or  a  mortgageOf  who  is  a  pur-  ^ 
chaser  pro  tatUo,  though  he  knows  of  the  right  of  dower,  may 
advance  his  mon^ ;  and,  taking  in  a  term,  may  avail  himself 
against  any  demand  she  might  have  of  dower  at  law." 

44.  A  term  standing  out  in  a  trustee  to  attend  the  inheritance  Most  be  as- 
will  not  however  protect  a  purchaser  from  the  daim  of  dower,  ^^  Zt\d 
unless  it  is  actually  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  him.  ¥'^^"?4    17 

46.  R.  M.  being  seised  in  Cm  of  certain  lands,  with  an  out-  Maundreii  v. 
standing  term  vested  in  a  trustee,  upon  an  express  trust  to  ^y^**^^' 
attend  the  inheritance,  conveyed  the  estate  to  a  purchaser  for  m 
valuable  consideration;  but  no  assignment  of  the  term  was 
mada 

Upon  the  death  of  R.  M.  his  widow  claimed  dower  in  Clnlik- 
eery ;  the  purchaser  contended  that  she  was  barred  by  the 
term« 

Sir  WiUiam  Grant,  sitting  for  the  Lord  ChaneeUor^  declared 
his  opinion  to  be,  that  without  an  assignment  to  a  trustee  for 
the  purchaser,  the  tdrm  did  not  exclude  the  claim  to  dower.. 
He  observed,  that  at  law  all  terms  were  conadcred  as  terms  in 
gross;  therefore  every  existing  term,  without  regard  to  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  created,  prevented  a  dowress  from 
having  any  legal  benefit  from  her  recovery  in  dower,  for  she 
recovered  with  stay  of  execution  during  the  term.  But  equity 
regarded  the  purpose  for  which  the  term  was  created  and  sub- 
sisted ;  and  if  it  was  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the 
inheritance,  it  wss  considered  as  a  part  of  the  inheritance ; 
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not  indeed  abiolotely  merged,  but  bo  ftitendant  upon,  as  to 
follow  and  accompany  it,  and  every  right  and  interest  grow- 
ing out  of  it,  either  by  operation  of  law,  or  by  voluntary 
agreement  of  the  parties.  Equity  ought  not  therefore  to 
permit  such  a  term  to  be  in  any  case  used  against  the  owner, 
either  of  the  whole,  or  of  a  part  of  the  inheritance ;  for  the  uses 
adapted  and  accommodated  themselves  to  all  the  interests 
which  arose  out  of  that  inheritance ;  with  which,  in  contempla- 
tion of  equity,  the  term  for  most  purposes  was  considered  as 
incorporated.  Every  description  therefore  of  ownership  shooU, 
in  its  order,  design,  and  proportion,  have  a  use  in  the  tem, 
commensurable  with  the  interest  existing  in  the  inheritance. 
Therefore  when  dower  arose,  the  term,  in  a  proportion,  was  just 
Jnfrm,  i.  47.      as  much  attendant  upon  the  interest  growing  out  of  the  inherit* 

ance,  as  before  it  was  attendant  upon  the  inheritance  during  the 
husband's  life.  The  heir  therefore,  though  he  could  avail  him- 
self of  the  term  at  law,  was  not  allowed  in  equity  to  defeat  the 
widow's  claim  to  dower ;  for  having  a  certain  quantity  of  interest, 
equity  must  consider  her  as  having  a  corresponding  interest  in  the 
term.  When  the  husband  conveyed  to  a  purchaser,  and  the 
wife  did  not  by  fine  join,  nothing  passed  but  the  estate  the 
husband  had,  that  is,  an  estate  subject  to  the  dower ;  the  right 
to  dower  remained  just  where  it  was ;  the  purchaser  stood  pre- 
cisely in  the  place  of  the  husband.  The  outstanding  term 
would  accompany  the  inheritance  thus  conveyed  in  the  mode 
and  manner  in  which  it  was  attendant  upon  the  same  inheritance 
before  it  was  conveyed.  The  term  being  a  mere  accessary,  the 
operation  of  the  conveyance  was  purely  derivative  and  conse* 
quentiaL  It  was  not  possible  that  a  greater  interest  could  be 
incidentally  acquired  under  the  term,  than  directly  in  the  free- 
held.  That  the  whole  doctrine  upon  this  subject  was  discussed 
by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  WiUoughby  v.  Willoughby,  in  which  he 
noticed  the  opinion  of  some  conveyancers,  that  where  there  was 
a  term,  of  which  the  trust  was  already  declared  to  attend  the 
inheritance,  it  was  not  necessary  to  disturb  it,  and  take  an 
assignment  to  new  trustees ;  and  shewed  that  not  to  be  gene- 
rally true.  But  if  there  were  antecedent  incumbrances,  nothing 
but  an  assignment  could  protect  against  them;  and  he  con- 
ceived dower  to  be  such  an  interest  as  could  be  guarded  against 
only  by  an  assignment. 
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Upon  a  rehearing  before  Lord  Eldon,  it  appeared  that  neither  ioVes.246. 
deeds  creating  or  assigning  the  term  were  delivered  to  the  puts 
chaser.    He  concurred  in  opinion  with  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

[In  the  case  of  Mole  v.  Smith,  stated  in  a  former  page,  the  jj^^-  ^  Wai. 
Court  of  Chancery  decreed  the  vendor's  widow  who  claimed  to  be  Tit.  6.  ch.  4. 
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entitled  to  dower,  and  who  happened  to  be  the  administratrix  of 
the  trustee  of  the  term,  to  assign  the  term  to  a  trustee  for  the 
purchaser  to  the  exclusion  of  her  dower,] 

46.  The  doctrine  that  an  outstanding  term  of  years  will  protect  a  term  will  mi 
a  purchaser  from  the  claim  of  dower  was  carried  still  farther :  for  j^^^^^r.  ^' 
it  was  determined  that  a  satisfied  term  should  protect  an  heir  at 

law  from  dower.    But  this  was  soon  after  overruled :  and  it  was  Brownv.GiblM, 
resolved  that  an  outstanding  term  should  not  protect  an  heir 
from  dower. 

47.  A  term  was  raised  in  Black  Acre,  in  trust  to  indemnify  a  Wrmyo.  Wil- 
person  against  incumbrances  that  might  affect  White  Acre,  which  c^'i5it°'  ^^ 
he  had  purchased.    The  defendant  Lady  Williams  brought  a 

writ  of  dower  of  Black  Acre  against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an 
infant.  His  guardian  had  let  her  take  judgment  at  law,  with- 
out setting  up  the  term,  or  taking  any  notice  of  it.  So  the 
bill  was  brought  by  the  infant  heir,  to  be  relieved  against  the 
judgment* 

It  was  said,  by  Lord  K.  Wright,  that  this  case  was  the  same 
with  Lady  Radnor's;  and  if  she  could  not  be  relieved  as  plaintiff, 
it  must  be  for  want  of  equity ;  therefore,  the  plaintiff  must  be  re-, 
lieved  against  her,  when  she  was  defendant.  And  Lady  Rad- 
nor's case  having  been  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  au- 
thority was  so  great  that  it  could  not  be  got  over. 

At  a  rehearing  of  this  cause  before  Lord  Harcourt,  Lady  Wil-  i  p.  Wms.  137. 
liams'  counsel  insisted  that  the  heir,  who  was  but  a  volunteer, 
should  not  in  equity  be  relieved  against  the  dowress;  and  that 
this  case  was  different  from  that  of  Lady  Radnor,  in  regard  Van- 
debendy  was  a  purchaser.  To  which  it  was  answered,  that  if 
Lady  Williams  had  been  plaintiff  in  the  original  bill  in  equity, 
she  could  not  have  been  relieved,  as  the  term  must  have  sub- 
sisted for  the  benefit  of  the  heir  at  law.  That  this  was  the  same 
in  reason  with  Lady  Radnor's  case ;  that  the  term  was  prior  to 
the  marriage,  and  so  the  husband  only  seised  of  the  reversion  in 
fee  during  the  coverture.  That  as  to  Vandebendy's  being  a  pur- 
chaser, he  was  so  with  full  notice  of  dower,  and  got  in  the  term 
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to  protect  bimielf  against  the  dowtfeaa  t  ahd^  tberefore^  haviiig 
notice^  waft  to  be  eonsidered  as  a  ▼daateer. 

Tlie  decii»  was  revwaed  ;  aad  it  was  ordered  that  the  pbioliff 

LiKly  Williams,  hanng  rtooverod  dower  at  law,  the  tmst  term 

should  not  stand  in  her  wHy  in  equity. 

48.  Lord  Harooort's  doctrine  has  been  fully  assented  to  by 

Antt,  s.  42.       Lord  Hardwicke,  who,  in  the  ease  of  Swannock  v,  LiflToidy  saidy 

*'  If  the  husband  dies,  and  there  is  a  satisfied  term  contimiiBg;, 

the  wife  would  be  entitled  to  come  into  this  Court,  against  the 

heir^  to  est  that  term  out  of  the  way,  ia  order  to  have  the  benefit 

of  her  dower/' 

Nor  tba  m-  49.  In  a  case  in  Chanoery,  10  Geo.  I.,  stated  by  Mr.  Viner, 

bSiJmipt.  ^        the  question  was^  whether  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  by  taking 

^I^JI^  an  assignment  of  a  mortgage  term,  prior  to  die  title  of  dower, 

9  vii.  AU237.  ahould  protect  their  estate  from  dower*    It  was  insisted  that  the 

creditors  and  assignees  stood  only  in  the  place  of  the  bankrupt ; 
and  since  such  an  assignment  to  the  bankrupt  himself,  or  his  heir, 
would  not  protect  the  estate  fiom  dower»  in  the  hands  of  the  heir, 
neither  should  it  protect  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  creditors 
of  the  bankrupt,  or  the  assignees.  That  this  differed  the  case 
from  that  of  Radnor  v.  Vandebeady,  where  it  was  h^  that  such 
a  prior  term  should  protect  the  estate  from  dower,  in  the  hatids 
of  a  purchaser.  It  wus  decreed  that  the  widow  should  be  let 
into  her  dower. 
Neither  jointure  ^    50.  It  has  been  Stated,  that  the  Gourt  of  Chancery  will  set 

iKMT  curtesy  bu*- 

red  by  ft  term,     aside  a  term  for  years  in  iuTOur  of  a  jointress.    A  tenant  by  the 

curtesy  is  also  entitled  to  the  aid  of  equity  against  a  trust  terai, 
assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance,  and  sot  up  against  him  by  the 
heir. 


Sneli  V.  Clay*         5L  The  plaintiff,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  brought  his  bUl  to 

2Vem.  324.        ■         ..        i  .  f  «  •         i  • 

be  reueved  against  a  term  for  years,  that  was  assigned  in  trust  to 
attend  the  inheritance,  and  had  been  set  up  by  the  heir  at  law  in 
bar  to  his  title.  Decieedi  that  the  term  should  not  bo  made  use 
of  against  him  by  the  heir  at  law^ 
Where  a  term  is  62.  lo  couscquenoe  of  the  doctriue  stated  in  chap.  iL  a.  35.  if 
a^^rmejec  -      ^  defendant  in  ejeotment  can  shew  that  theiu  is  to  outalatidiBg 

term  for  years^  vested  in  a  third  person,  to  the  possession  of  which 
the  fAaintiff  is  not  entitled,  he  cannot  recover.  So  where  a  de- 
fendant can  shew  that  there  is  an  outstanding  term,  of  which  the 


TUte  XII.  7>w^  Ch.  III.  s.  63-^.  449 

trusts  ars  not  oompletdy  satisfied ;  this  will  also  operate  as  a  bar 
to  the  plaintiff's  reeoveify^ 

63.  Lord  Mansfield  held,  that  though  there  was  an  unsatisfied  Doto*  Peggv, 
outstanding  tertn,  yet  if  the  plaintiff  ad  nutted  the  charge  for  n. 

which  the  term  was  created,  and  only  claidied  subject  to  such 

ohaige,  the  trustees  of  the  term  not  asserting  their  right,  ho 

should  recoTcr.    This  doctrine  waft»  however,  rejected,  by  Lord  Doe  «.  Sia)>i«, 

Kenyon ;  who  held  that  a  satisfied  term  might  be  presumed  to  ^  ^^'^  ^'  ^^' 

have  been  surrendered :  but  thlit  an  unsatisfied  teml^  rsised  for 

the  purpose  of  securing  an  annuity,  might  be  set  up,  duriilg  the 

life  of  the  annuitant,  as  a  bar  to  a  plaintiff  in  ejectotient,  eveti 

though  he  claim  subject  to  the  charge. 

64.  In  another  case.  Lord  Kenyon  directed  a  jury  to  presame,  DMv.8ybo«mi» 
that  an  old    satisfied  term  was  surrendered;  saying,  that    be  ^"^^^^-^ 
grounded  himself  upon  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Mans'^  BiiB.9.P.ilO. 
field  in  the  case  of  Lade  v.  Hdford  ;  which  was  not,  as  had  been 
supposed,  that  an  ejectment  might  be  maintained  upon  a  mMo 
equitable  title,  fer  that  would  remove  ancient  landmarks  in  the 

law,  and  create  great  confusion ;  but  that  in  all  oases  where 
trustees  ought  to  convey  to  the  beneficial  owner,  he  would  leave 
it  to  the  jury  to  presume,  where  such  presumption  might  be  rea- 
sonably made,  that  they  had  conveyed  accordingly;  in  order  Ante, c.2. 
to  prevent  a  just  title  from  being  defeated  by  a  matter  of 
fonn« 

66.  In  a  subsequent  case,  he  said>  that  though,  under  certain  Goodtitle  v. 
circumstances,  a  jury  might  presume  a  satisfied  term  to  have  ^^'^47'.     ^™ 
been  surrendered ;  yet  if  no  such  presumption  was  made,  and  it 
appeared  in  a  special  verdict  in  ejectment  that  such  k.  term  was 
still  outstanding  in  a  trustee,  who  was  not  joined  in  bringing  the 
ejectment,  the  cestui  que  trust  could  not  recover. 

66.  Where  an  old  mortgage  term  of  1,000  yelurs,  created  in  Doeo.Scoit, 
1727,  was  recognized  in  a  marriage  settlement  of  the  owiier  of 
the  inheritance  in  1761,  by  which  a  sum  of  money  was  iq)pro* 
priated  to  its  discharge ;  and  no  further  notice  of  it  was  had  till 
1802;  when  a  deed  to  which  the  then  owner  of  the  inheritance 
and  the  representatives  of  the  termors  were  parties,  reciting  that 
the  term  was  still  subsisting,  conveyed  it  to  others,  to  secure  a 
mortgage  :  Mr.  Baron  Thompson,  at  the  trial,  and  the  Court  of 
K.  B.,  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  held  that  it  could 
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not  be  presumed  to  have  been  surrendered  against  the  owner  of 
the  inheritance,  who  was  interested  in  upholding  it. 

67.  A  term  was  created  in  1711  for  raising  portions.  There 
was  no  eTidence  of  the  payment  of  the  portions :  but  a  settlement 
of  the  estate  took  place  in  1744;  and  it  contained  a  covenant 
that  the  estate  was  free  from  incumbrances.  It  did  not  appear 
that  an  assignment  of  the  term  had  ever  been  made.  On  an 
objection  to  the  title  by  a  purchaser.  Sir  John  Leach,  Vice-Chan- 
cellor, held,  that  a  surrender  of  the  term  must  be  presumed ; 
and  that,  in  matters  of  presumption,  the  Court  will  bind  a  pur- 
chaser, where  it  would  give  a  clear  direction  to  a  jury  in  finvour 
of  the  fact. 

68.  Terms  for  years,  though  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  the 
express  purpose  of  attending  the  inheritance,  have  in  two 
modem  cases  been  presumed  to  be  surrendered.  And  in  the 
last  of  these  cases.  Lord  C.  J.  Abbott  said,  '^  Where  a  term  for 
yean  becomes  attendant  upon  the  reversion  and  inheritance, 
either  by  operation  of  law,  or  by  special  declaration,  upon  the 
extinction  of  the  objects  for  which  it  was  created,  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  land  by  the  owner  of  the  reversion,  thus  become  the 
cestui  que  trust  of  the  term,  may  be  accounted  for  by  the  union 
of  the  two  characters  of  cestui  que  trust  and  inheritor,  and  with- 
out supposing  any  surrender  of  the  term;  and,  therefore,  in 
general  such  enjoyment,  though  it  may  be  of  very  long  con- 
tinuance, may  possibly  furnish  no  ground  to  presume  a  surrender 
of  the  term.  But  where  acts  are  done  or  omitted  by  the  owner 
of  the  inheritance,  and  persons  dealing  with  him  as  to  the  land, 
which  ought  not  reasonably  to  be  done  or  omitted,  if  the  term 
existed  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  and  if  there  do  not  appear  to 
be  any  thing  that  should  prevent  a  surrender  from  having  been 
made ;  in  such  cases  the  things  done  or  omitted  may  most  reason- 
ably be  accounted  for,  by  supposing  a  surrender  of  the  term ; 
and,  therefore,  a  surrender  may  be  presumed."  (a) 


(a)  The  doctrine  of  the  C<Mirt  of  King*!  Bench  has  since  heen  Teiy  much  die  subject 
AspinaU  v.  ^  consideration ;  and  has  been  qvestioned  by  Lord  Eldon*  and  Richards  L.  G.  B.   See 

KempKm,  Sugd.  on  Vend.  6th  edit  p.  420.  etuq.^  The  Loid  Chancellor  observed,  "  It  is  not 

°Doe    *  necessary  to  consider  much  the  doctrine  of  presumption  with  reference  to  the  present 

Plowroan,tfi/ra.  case :  but  the  case  of  Doe  v,  Hilder,  having  been  alluded  to,  and  having  paid  consider- 
able attention  to  it,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  declaring  that  I  would  not  have  directed  a 
jury  to  presume  a  suirender  of  the  term  in  that  case ;  and,  for  the  safety  of  the  titles  to 
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59.  [In  Bartlett  o.  Downes,  a  lord  of  a  manor^  by  deed  gnnted  3  Bw.  &  Cnti. 
the  stewardship  of  the  manor  for  the  life  of  the  grantee.    Upon 

the  death  of  the  grantor  it  was  attempted  to  set  up  a  satisfied 
term  to  avoid  the  grant ;  and  in  order  to  support  this  grant,  the 
Court  of  K.  B.  decided  that  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to 
presume  the  surrender.  The  term  was  created  in  17 12,  assigned 
to  attend  in  1786,  and  in  1793  there  was  a  general  declaration  as 
to  aU  outstanding  terms. 

60.  But  in  Doe  v.  Cook,  the  Court  of  C.  B.  refused  to  pre-  6Bing.  174. 
Bume  the  surrender  of  a  term  in  favour  of  a  defendant  who 
shewed  no  title  to  the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered.    The 

term  was  created  in  1793,  and  in  1794  was  assigned  to  secure 
the  sum  of  6000/.:  under  decrees  in  Chancery  in  1801  and 
1802,  sales  had  taken  place  in  other  parts  of  the  property  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  off  the  mortgage  debt;  but  the  defendant 
(who,  it  happened,  had  a  mere  naked  possession)  did  not  pro- 
duce any  evidence  of  further  proceedings  in  Chancery,  nor  of  his 
own  title  to  the  premises. 

61.  In  the  preceding  cases  the  presumption  was  made  in 
favour  of  the  party  who  had  proved  a  right  to  the  beneficial 
ownership,  made  to  prevent  justice  being  defeated  by  a  mere 
formal  objection :  and  the  Court  observed  in  Doe  t;.  Cook,  that  6  Bing.  179. 
no  case  could  be  put  in  which  any  presumption  had  been  made, 
except  where  a  title  had  been  shewn  by  the  party  who  called  for 
the  presumption,  good  in  substance,  but  wanting  some  collateral 
matter  necessary  to  make  it  complete  in  point  of  form.  In  such 
case  where  the  possession  was  shewn  to  have  been  consistent 
with  the  existence  of  the  fact  directed  to  be  presumed,  and  in 
such  cases  only,  had  it  ever  been  allowed. 

62.  The  recent  case  of  Townsend  v,  Champemown  goes  a  IY0.&  Jerv. 
step  further :  there  the  question  arose  upon  an  exception  to  the 
Master's  report  in  favour  of  a  title.  A  term  of  1000  years  was 
recited  in  a  deed  dated  1758  to  have  been  created  several  years 
preceding,  and  to  have  been  as^gned  to  attend^  but  neither  the 
deed  creating  nor  that  assigning  the  term  were  produced :  it 
was  urged  for  the  report  that  the  term  should  be  presumed  to  be 
surrendered,  on  the  authority  of  Doe  v.  Hilder ;  on  the  other 
hand  the  propriety  of  the  decision  in  that  case  was  questioned. 

the  landed  estates  in  this  country*  I  think  it  right  to  declare  that  I  do  not  concur  in  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  that  case." 
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Alexander,  L.  C,  B.  in  overruling  the  abjeetiaii  observed^  ^'  until 
a  different  decision  be  pronounced  I  shall  on  the  authority  of 
D09  V,  Hilder,  after  the  expiration  of  70  years,  without  payment 
qfint^e$t,  presume  the  term  to  be  surrendered."  One  of  the 
r^a^ons  of  this  judgmept  is  unintelligible,  and  even  admitting 
the  propriety  of  the  decision  in  Doe  v.  Hilder,  it  is  not  an 
authority  for  the  introduction  of  the  doctrine  of  presumpticm 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  of  Townsend  v.  Champer* 
i)Own,  In  the  former  case,  the  presumption  was  made  in  favour 
of  a  creditor,  who  had  seised  the  land  under  an  ekgit,  taken  ont 
ppon  a  judgment  obtained  againat  the  owner  of  the  inheritance ; 
while  in  the  latter  case  the  presumption  was  called  for  by  the 
vendor^  merely  to  save  himself  the  expenoe  of  getting  in  an  out- 
standing eatata>  in  compUance  with  the  usual  requisition  of  the 
purchaser. 
2  Bar.  &  AdoL       63.  In  the  fckeent  case  of  Doe  v.  Plowman,  an  unsuccessful 

673. 

attempt  was  made  to  carry  the  doctrine  of  presuming  surrenders 
of  terms  still  further ;  a  period  of  42  years  only  having  elapsed 
innce  the  term  was  assigned  to  attend.    In  that  case  a  term 
of  1000  years  was  created  in  1772  for  securing  a  sum  of  60002. ; 
the  mortgage  debt  was  paid  off  in  1787,  and  in  1789  the  residue 
of  the  term  was  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  a  purchaser  to  attend. 
The  purchaser  continued  iq  possession  of  the  estate  until  her 
death.     On  her  marriage  the  estate  was  settled,  and,  by  virtue 
of  a  power  in  the  settlement,  she  devised  the  estate ;  but  neither 
the  settlement  near  the  will  notified  the  term.    One  of  the  ques- 
tions reserved  was  whether  a  surrender  of  the  term  was  to  be 
presumed.    The  cfuses  of  Doe  v.  Wrighte  and  Doe  17.  Hilder  being 
cited  as  in  point,  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  observed  that  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  those  cases  bad  been  much  questioned ;  and 
upon  enquiring  whether  it  was  usual  to  notice  in  marriage  settle- 
laenta  such  a  term  as  the  one  in  question,  and  being  answered 
in  the  negative,  his  lordship  observed,  that  there  was  no  ground 
for  the  presumption,  and  the  Court  so  decided.] 


447 


CHAP.  IV. 
Estate  and  Duty  of  Trustees. 


Sect.    1.  EiUiti  nf  Tnu^ees. 
6.  JMff  €f  TnmUes, 

11.  TMr  AcU  not  pr^Mdkial  to 

12.  Exception— ConveyoMce  with' 

out  Notice. 
17.  Where  Pwtekaeen  me  bonni 

t$  Mee  Tnuie  performed. 
84.  Where  they  are  not  bound. 

88.  Where  the  Receipte  of  the 

Truetees  are  sufficient. 

89.  Truttees  have  equal  Power. 
41.  Can  derive  mo  Benefit  f^mn 


48.  Bound  to  reimburse  the  Ces- 
Ini  que  trnst. 

45.  Have     no    AUaumnee    far 

TrouhU. 

48.  But  aUowed  idl  Costs  tmd 

Expenses. 
58.  Trustees  seldom  permitted  to 

purchase  the  Trust  Estate, 

08.  Rrfusing  to  acty  must  release 
or  disclaim, 

64.  Disehargedy  and  others  op- 
pokUed. 


Section  I. 

Trust  estates  baTing  been  at  first  considered  as  similar  to  uses  Eiute  of 
before  die  stat.  27  Hen.  8.  tmstees  were  coosequently  held  to  be  ^"^'^^ 
in  the  same  eitnation  as  the  ancient  feoffees  to  uses.    But  this 
was  soon  altered ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  jurisdiction  over  trusts,  has  avoided  the  inconveniences  that 
arose  from  leaving  the  legal  estate  in  the  feoffees  to  uses. 

2.  One  of  the  principal  of  these  was,  that  the  estates  of  the 
feoffees  to  uses  became  subject  to  all  their  legal  incumbrances. 
But  upon  the  establishment  of  trusts  it  became  settled,  that 

trustees  only  held  the  knl  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  i  F-  WmB.  278. 
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que  trtisi:  and  that  the  legal  estate  was  not  subject  to  any  of  Noel  o.  Je?on', 
the  incumbrances  of  the  trustees ;  to  their  specialty  or  judgment  ^  ^'^°'*  ^* 
debts:  to  the  dower  of  their  widows,  or  the  curtesy  of  their 
husbands. 

3.  Where  a  trustee  is  attainted  of  felony,  the  legal  estate  is 
forfeited ;  but  the  cestui  que  trust  is  entitled  to  relief  in  equity. 


448 

Carttr'iR.67. 


Htid.  4^. 
Seealso  the 
ai^gumenli  in 
BarseMo. 
Wheats.  TiUO. 

Hvd.  461. 
Lane  39.  54. 
Tit.  30. 


See  tlleprtam- 
bleofthel2th 
feet. 


Duty  of 

trusteea. 


TUle  XII.  TruU.  Ch.  IV.  s.  3—7. 

In  the  case  of  attainder  for  high  treason  it  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  settled  whether  the  cestui  que  trust  has  any  remedy 
against  the  crown.  [Bat  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be  tbat 
he  has :  the  cestui  que  trust  forfeits  the  estate  for  treason,  and  it 
would  not  be  consonant  with  justice  that  the  trustee  should  for- 
feit it  for  the  same  offence;  and  as  Baron  Atkyns  argued  in 
Pawlet  v.  Attorney-general,  it  would  derogate  from  the  king's 
honour,  that  what  is  equity  against  a  common  person  should  not 
be  equity  against  him. 

4.  Where  a  trustee  dies  without  heirs  by  which  the  lands 
escheat,  either  to  the  crown,  or  to  a  subject,  it  seems  to  be 
doubtful,  whether  the  lord  by  escheat  holds  the  lands  discharged 
of  the  trust  or  not ;  the  authorities,  however,  appear  to  prepon- 
derate in  support  of  the  proposition  that  the  lord  holds  the  lands 
discharged. 

6.  But  since  the  statute  39th  and  40th  Geo.  3.  c.  88.  §  12.  it 
is  not  probable  that  the  above  question  will  arise  vrith  respect  to 
forfeiture  or  escheat  to  the  crown. 

That  statute  enables  the  king  by  warrant  under  his  sig^n 
manual  to  direct  the  execution  of  any  trusts  or  purposes,  to 
which  any  manors,  8cc.  which  shall  escheat  to  the  king,  shall 
have  been  liable,  at  the  time  of  such  escheat,  or  would  have 
been  liable  in  the  hands  of  a  subject;  and  to  make  any  grant  of 
any  such  manors,  See.,  to  any  trustee  or  trustees  or  otherwise  for 
the  execution  of  such  trusts,  or  to  make  any  grant  of  any  lands 
so  escheated  to  any  person  or  persons,  either  for  the  purpose  of 
restoring  the  same  to  any  of  the  family  of  the  persons  wboee 
estates  the  same  had  been,  or  of  rewarding  any  persons  disco- 
vering such  escheat  as  to  the  king  shall  seem  fit.] 

6.  With  respect  to  the  duty  of  trustees,  it  is  still  held,  in  con- 
formity to  the  old  law  of  uses,  that  pernancy  of  the  profits, 
execution  of  estates,  and  defence  of  the  land,  are  the  three  great 
properties  of  a  trust.  So  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  com- 
pel trustees,  1.  To  permit  the  cestui  que  trust  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  land.  2.  To  execute  such  conveyances  as  the 
cestui  que  trust  shall  direct.  3.  To  defend  the  title  of  the  land 
in  any  court  of  law  or  equity. 

7.  The  necessity  that  the  trustee  should  execute  conveyances 
of  the  land  arises  from  this  circumstance ;  that  as  the  legal 
estate  is  vested  in  him,  and  he  is  considered  in  the  courts  of 
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law,  as  the  real  owner^  it  follows,  that  although  the  cestui,  que  Ante,  c.  2, 
trust  can  alone  dispose  of  his  equitable  interest,  yet  he  cannot 
convey  the  legal  estate  without  the  concurrence  of  the  trustee. 
But  where  the  cestui  que  trust  has  th^  absolute  interest  in  the 
trust;  he  can  compel  the  trustee  to  convey  the  legal  estate, 
either  to  himself,  or  to  any  other  person  in  fee  simple. 

8.  The  cestui  que  trust  is  only  entitled  to  a  conveyrnce  where  2  P.  Wms.  134. 
the  whole  of  the  trust  belongs  to  him.     For  if  lands  are  devised 

to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  annuities ;  and  subject  thereto,  in 
trust  for  A.  B. ;  the  legal  estate  cannot  be  taken  from  the  trustees 
while  the  annuities  are  subsisting. 

9.  Where  there  is  a  cestui  que  trust  in  tail,  he  may  call  on  the  i  Ab.Eq.384. 

,      ,        ,  1  .  A     ,  1.  2P.Wmt.  134. 

trustee  to  convey  the  legal  estate  to  him.     And  no  one  can  after-  Boteler  v.  Al- 
wards  prevent  him  from  barring  the  entail;  or  the  trustee  may  i^°c.C.t2. 
join  in  the  cestui  que  trust  in  barring  the  entail.     But  where  the 
cestui  que  trust  is  only  entitled  to  an  estate  tail,  the  trustee 
ought  not  to  cx)nvey  to  him  in  fee  simple. 

10.  Infant  trustees  are  enabled,  by  the  statute  [1  Will.  4.  c.  60.  Tit.  32.  c.  2. 
which  repeals  the  7  Ann.  c.  19.  and  the  subsequent  acts]  to 

convey  lands  whereof  they  are  seised  in  trust,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

1 1.  It  is  a  rule  in  equity,  that  no  act  of  a  trustee  shall  pre-  Their  acts  not 
judice  the  cestui  que  trust ;  nor  will  the  forbearance  of  trustees,  |^^^'^. 

in  not  doing  what  it  was  their  duty  to  have  done,  affect  the  ^  P-  Win^706. 

cestui  que  trust ;  since  in  that  case  it  would  be  in  the  power  of 

trustees,  by  delaying  to  do  their  duty,  to  affect  the  rights  of 

other  persons.    Wherefore  the  rule  in  all  such  cases  is,  that 

what  ought  to  have  been  done  shall  be  considered  as  done. 

And  so  powerful  is  this  rule,  as  to  alter  the  very  nature  of  things ;  AUeno.  s«yer» 

to  make  money  land,  and  land  money.  ^ 

12.  There  is  however  one  exception  to  this  rule;   for  if  a  Exception— 
trustee  be  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  estate,  which  however  ^ui^notice. 
is  a  case  that  seldom  happens,  and  conveys  it,  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, to  a  purchaser,  who  has  no  notice  of  the  trust,  such 
purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  hold  the  estate  against  the  cestui 

que  trust ;  because  confidence  in  the  person  is  still .  deemed 
necessary  to  a  trust ;  and  it  is  a  rule  in  equity,  that  an  innocent  MiUard'scase, 
person  shall  not,  in  general,  have  his  title  impeached. 

13.  If  a  trustee  mortgages  the  estate  to  a  person  who  has  no  i  p.  Wms.  278. 
notice  of  the  trust,  the  mortgagee  will  be  allowed  to  hold  against 
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the  cesiui  que  trust ;  beeaase  mortgagees  are  considered  as  par- 
chasers,  and  as  having  a  specific  lien  on  the  estate ;  wheress 
it  has  been  observed  that  estates  held  in  trust  are  not  subject 
to  the  specialty  or  judgment  debts  of  the  trustee. 

14.  If  a  trustee  sells  to  a  stranger,  who  has  no  notice  of  the 
trusty  and  afterwards  repurchases  from  the  stranger  for  a  valnabk 
consideration,  he  will  again  become  liable  to  the  trust. 

16.  Where  a  purchaser  has  notice  of  the  trust,  thoagh  he 
pays  a  Taluable  consideration,  he  shall  be  subject  to  it.  For,  as 
Lord  Hardwicke  says,  '^  If  a  person  will  purchase  with  notice  of 
another's  right,  his  giving  a  consideration  will  not  avail  him ; 
for  he  throws  away  his  money  voluntarily,  and  of  his  own  free 
will." 

16.  So  if  a  trustee  conveys  an  estate  to  a  stranger,  without 
any  consideration ;  though  the  person  to  whom  it  is  conveyed 
has  no  notice  of  the  trust,  yet  he  will  be  liable  to  it  (a) 

17.  We  have  seen  that  a  purchase  from  a  trustee,  vrith  notice 
of  the  trust,  is  a  fraud,  even  though  the  purchaser  should  pay  a 
valuaUe  consideration.  But  where  a  trustee  is  authorized  to 
sdl,  such  a  purchase  cannot  be  fraudulent  There  are,  however, 
many  cases  in  which  a  purchaser,  with  notice  of  the  trust,  is 
answerable  for  the  trustee,  and  therefore  bound  to  see  that  his 
money  is  applied  in  execution  of  the  trust. 

18.  Thus,  where  a  person  conveys  or  devises  his  estate  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  it,  for  payment  of  certain  debts  spe- 
cified in  the  deed  or  will,  or  in  any  schedule  thereto  annexed ; 
a  purchaser  will  in  that  case  be  bound  to  see  that  his  money 
is  applied  in  payment  of  those  debts. 

19.  So  where  a  decree  was  made  for  the  sale  or  mortgage  of 
an  estate ;  with  a  direction  that  the  money  should  be  applied 
in  payment  of  debts  which  were  ascertained  by  the  report  of 
the  Master  ;  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  a  purchaser  under  that 
decree,  was  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  his  money. 

20.  Legacies  stand  upon  the  same  ground  as  specified  or 
scheduled  debts ;  therefore  a  purchaser  must  see  that  his  money 
is  applied  in  payment  of  them. 

21.  It  is  the  same  where  estates  are  conveyed  or  assigned  to 


(a)  With  respect  to  trustees  ap^iomted  to  preserve  contingent  renainders,  their  duty 
will  be  staled  in  Ttt«  XVI.  Etmainder, 
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trustees^  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  apply  the  money  for  any  particu* 
lar  or  specific  purpose :  a  purchaser  of  the  estate,  Vfith  notice  of 
the  trusty  is  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  money.  For 
if  the  purposes  to  which  it  is  directed  are  not  fulfilled  by  the 
trustees,  the  estate  will  be  still  liable  to  them,  in  the  hands  of 
the  purchaser. 

22.  Lands  were  Tested  in  trustees  by  act  of  parliament,  to  Cottreii  v. 
raise  a  sum  of  money  by  mortgage  to  rebuild  a  printing-house.  2  Vem.  5. 
It  was  decreed  that  the  mort^gee  was  bound  to  see  the  money 
applied  accordingly. 

23.  It  is  a  very  common  pmctice  to  direct  the  money  arising 
from  the  sale  of  lands  to  be  invested  in  the  funds  in  the  names  of 
the  trustees,  upon  several  trusts ;  nor  does  it  appear  to  have  ever 
been  judicially  settled  to  what  extent  a  purchaser  is  bound  to  see 
to  the  performance  of  such  a  trust.    In  a  case  of  this  kind,  the 

late  Mr.  Booth  says — ^'  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  that  will  be  in-  Cases  &  Opin 
cumbent  on  the  purchaser  to  see  done  in  this  case,  will  be  to  see  ^ '  ' 
that  the  trustees  do  invest  the  purchase  money  in  their  own 
names  in  some  of  the  public  stocks  or  funds,  or  on  government 
securities.  And  in  such  case,  the  purchaser, will  not  be  answer- 
able for  any  non-application  (after  such  investing  of  the  money) 
of  any  monies  which  may  arise  by  the  dividends  or  interest,  or 
by  any  disposition  of  such  funds,  stocks^  or  securities :  it  not  be- 
ing possible  that  the  testator  should  expect,  from  any  purchaser, 
any  further  degree  of  care  or  circumspection,  than  daring  the 
time  that  the  transaction  for  the  purchase  was  carrying  on.  And 
therefore  the  testator  must  be  supposed  to  place  his  sole  confi- 
dence in  the  trustees.  And  this  is  the  settled  practice  in  these 
cases.  And  I  have  often  advised  so  much,  and  no  more,  to  be 
done^  and  particularly  in  the  case  of  the  trustees  under  the 
Duchess  of  Marlborough's  will.''  Mr.  Wilbraham  ie  said  to  have 
been  of  the  same  opinion. 

24.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  long  folly  established.  Where  they  are 
that  where  lands  are  vested  in  trustees,  to  be  sold  for  payment  of  1  vern.°26i. 
debts  generally,  without  any  specification  of  such   debts,  a  35^' c^c^96 
purchaser  is  not  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  his  purchase- 
money. 

25.  It  is  the  same  where  lands  are  charged  with  the  payment  Amb.677. 
of  debts  generally.    Lord  Eldon  has  said,  that  a  charge  is  a  de-  7    ^'a^a'** 
vise  of  the  estate,  in  substance  and  efifect,  pro  tanto,  upon  trust  to 
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pay  the  debts.  And  in  another  case,  he  said,  it  had  been  long 
settled,  that  where  a  man  by  deed  or  will  charges'  or  orders  an 
estate  to  be  sold,  for  payment  of  debts  generally,  and  then 
makes  specific  dispositions,  the  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  see  to 
the  application. 

26«  It  has  been  stated  that  a  purchaser  is  bound  to  see  to  the 
payment  of  legacies.  But  where  a  trust  is  created  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies,  a  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  see  that 
his  money  is  applied  in  payment  of  the  legacies. 

27.  A  person  devised  his  real  estates  to  trustees,  upon  trust 
to  sell  the  same,  and  out  of  the  money  arising  from  such  sale  to 
pay  his  own  and  his  father's  debts  and  legacies.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  said — ''  The  subjecting  the  estate  to  the  payment  of  lega- 
cies will  not  make  the  purchaser  answerable  for  the  disposition 
of  the  money ;  because  the  legacies  cannot  be  paid  without  the 
debts :  and  they  are  not  specified." 

28.  In  a  modem  case.  Lord  Thurlow  said,  that  where  debts 
and  legacies  are  charged  on  lands,  the  purchaser  will  hold  free 
firom  the  claim  of  the  legatees ;  for  not  being  bound  to  see  to  the 
discharge  of  debts,  he  cannot  be  expected  to  see  to  the  discharge 
of  legacies  ;  Vhich  cannot  be  paid  till  after  the  debts. 

29.  Where  a  person  devised  his  estates  to  his  executors,  to  be 
sold  for  payment  of  debts,  in  case  his  personal  estate  should 
prove  deficient ;  it  was  held  that  a  purchaser  was  not  bound  to 
inquire  whether  there  was  a  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate  or 
not.  For  if  the  personal  estate  was  sufficient,  yet  he  should  hold 
the  lands  purchased,  against  the  heir ;  and  the  heir  should  have 
his  remedy  against  the  executor.  But  if  there  be  a  &  pendens 
between  the  heir  and  executor,  to  have  an  account ;  it  is  sufii- 
cient  notice  in  law,  without  actual  notice  of  the  suit;  so  that  a 

« 

purchaser  takes  it  at  his  peril. 

30.  It  has  been  long  settled,  that  where  lands  are  conveyed 
to  trustees,  in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  debts,  if  more  is  sold  than  is 
sufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  that  shall  not  turn  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  purchaser ;  for  he  is  not  obliged  to  enter  into  the  account ; 
and  the  trustees  cannot  sell  just  as  much  as  is  sufficient  to  pay 
the  debts. 

31.  In  a  case  where  lands  were  directed  by  will  to  be  sold  for 
payment  of  debts ;  and  a  decree  made  in  Chancery,  that  the 
estate  should  be  sold  for  that  purpose ;  a  purchaser  under  the 
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decree  refused  to  complete  his  purchase,  because  more  of  the 
estate  was  sold  than  was  necessary.  Lord  Thurlow  said — *'  If 
the  Master,  in  selling  the  whole,  has  consulted  the  convenience 
of  the  estate,  he  has  acted  right.  The  power  given  to  the 
trustees  was  to  sell  the  whole,  or  such  part  as  might  be  expe- 
dient The  Court  has  decreed  in  the  same  way ;  and  the  Master, 
with  the  consent  of  the  parties  interested,  has  sold  the  whole. 
A  purchaser  cannot  come  in  to  object  to  it."  The  objection 
was  overruled. 

32.  An  opinion  has  long  prevailed,  that  in  all  cases  where  Where  the 

11  1  •  1111  receiptor  the 

lands  are  vested  in  a  trustee  to  be  sold,  the  trustee  is  competent  trustee  is  suf- 
to  give  a  discharge  for  the  purchase  money.  That  the  rule  ^^^^^ 
affecting  a  purchaser  with  misapplication  of  the  trust-money 
only  applies  where  there  is  no  hand  appointed  to  receive  it ;  as 
in  the  case  of  a  specific  charge  on  the  lands  in  the  hands  of  the 
heir  or  devisee ;  there  a  purchaser,  dealing  with  such  heir  or  de- 
visee, is  bound  to  see  that  such  charge  is  satisfied.  This  opinion 
is  founded  on  the  following  authorities. 

33.  A  person  limited  an  estate  to  trustees,  for  payment  of  Aoon. 
debts  and  legacies.    The  trustee  raised  the  whole  money,  and 

the  heir  prayed  to  have  the  land.  This  was  opposed,  because 
the  trustees  had  not  applied  the  money,  but  converted  it  to  their 
own  use ;  so  that  the  debts  and  legacies  remained  unpaid.  It 
was  determined  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  heir  should 
have  the  land  discharged,  and  the  legatees  should  take  their  re- 
medy against  the  trustees.  For  the  estate  was  debtor  for  the 
debts  and  legacies,  but  not  for  the  faults  of  the  trustees :  there- 
fore was  only  liable  so  long  as  the  debts  and  legacies  might  be 
paid.  Where  the  land  had  once  borne  its  burthen,  and  the 
money  was  raised,  it  was  discharged,  and  the  trustees  liable. 

34.  A  purchaser  objected  to  the  title  to  an  estate  which' was  cuthberto. 
vested  in  a  trustee,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  to  divide  the  money  f^^^'  ^"°' 
amongst  the  children  of  certain  persons ;  on  the  ground  that  he  Sagd.  Vend. 

1111-11  !•  r        *  1       378. 3d  ed. 

would  be  liable  to  encounter  tiie  inconveniences  or  seeing  to  the 
application  of  his  purchase-money.  Lord  Thurlow  decreed  a 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  refused  to  give  the 
purchaser  bis  costs. 

35.  Lord  Kenyon,  when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  inclined  strongly  4  Yes.  99. 
to  the  opinion,  that  where    trustees  have  power  to  sell,  they 

must  have  the  power  incident  to  the  character,  namely,  the 
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power  to  give  a  ditchaige  for  the  puichaie-aMmey.  Aod  in  % 
hte  cate^  where  a  purchaser  objected  to  a  title,  oo  the  ground 
that  he  was  bonod  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  money*  Sii' 
W.fGrant  oTemiled  the  objection  upon  another  groond.  Bat 
said — ^*  I  think  the  doctrine  upon  that  point  has  been  canied 
farther  than  any  sound  equitable  principle  will  warrant  Where 
the  act  is  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  trustee,  it  is  very  fit  that  tboee 
who  deal  with  him  should  be  affected  by  an  act  tending  to  de- 
feat the  trust  of  which  they  have  notice.  But  where  the  sale  is 
made  by  the  trustee  in  performance  of  his  duty,  it  seems  extra- 
ordinary that  he  should  not  be  able  to  do  what  one  should  think 
incidental  to  the  right  exercise  of  his  power ;  that  is,  to  give  a 
▼alid  discharge  for  the  purchase-money. 

36.  It  is  the  usual  practice  to  insert  a  clause  in  all  deeds  and 
willst  by  which  trustees  are  enabled  to  sell  lands,  declaring  that 
their  receipt  shall  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  purchasers 
who  shall  not  be  answerable  or  accountable  for  the  misapplica* 
tion  or  nonapplication  of  the  purchase  money.  And  it  is  fully 
settled  that  where  a  clause  of  this  kind  is  inserted  in  a  deed  ot 
will,  by  which  trusts  are  created,  the  trustees  may  make  a  good 
title  to  a  purchaser.  But  in  a  case  of  this  kind  all  the  tmsteea 
must  join  in  the  receipt. 

37.  Mrs.  Crewe  conveyed  an  estate  to  the  use  of  herself  for 
life,  remainder  to  three  persons,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust 
to  sell ;  with  a  proviso,  that  the  receipts  of  those  three  persona 
be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  purchasers.  One  of  the  trustees 
died ;  another  refusing  to  act,  conveyed  his  interest  to  the  re- 
maining trustee,  who  sold  the  estate.  The  purchaser  refused  to 
take  the  title  unless  the  trustee  who  had  conveyed  his  interest, 
would  join  in  the  receipt  for  the  purchase  money,  which  he 
declined. 

Lord  Rosslyn  said,  he  must  allow  the  objection :  if  the  trustee 
had  renounced,  he  might  dissent ;  for  then  the  whole  estate 
would  have  been  in  the  remaining  trustee.  Bat  according  to 
the  way  they  managed  it,  he  had  accepted  the  trust,  and  con- 
veyed away  the  estate.  That  part  of  the  trust  that  consisted  in 
the  application  of  the  money  he  could  not  convey  away.  The 
purchaser  taking  the  title  with  the  knowledge  of  the  trust,  would 
be  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  money. 

38.  [In  Nicloson  t;.  Wordsworth,  Lord  Eldon,  C.  decided  that 
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where  a  trustee  executes  no  other  act  than  a  conyeyance  to  his 
co-trustee8>  the  meaning  and  intent  of  that  conveyance  being  a 
dieclaimer,  the  release  shall  operate  as  such  disclaimer ;  and  the 
disclaiming  trustee  need  not  join  in  receipts  for  the  purchase 
money.  The  above  was  the  case  of  a  will,  declaring  that  the 
receipts  in  writing  of  th^  trustees  or  trustee,  for  the  time  being, 
should  be  discharges.] 

39.  Trustees  have  all  equal  power,  interest,  and  authority ;  Trustees  have 
they  cannot  act  separately,  but  must  all  join«  both  in  convey-  ^c.   ^^^'' 
ances  and  receipts.    But  although  two  trustees  join  in  a  receipt,  JheinV/w^l] 
where  the  money  is  in  fact  paid  to  one  of  them  only,  yet  the  trustee  ^i .  Treat  of  Eq. 
who  actually  received  the  money  will  in  general  only  be  account*'' 

able,  [unless  the  concurrence  of  the  others  involves  in  it  culpable  a  Sim.  965. 
negligence.] 

40.  In  all  modem  deeds  by  which  trusts  are  created,  a  clause 
is  inserted  that  each  trustee  shall  be  accountable  for  such  sums 

only  as  shall  actually  come  to  his  hands.    And  it  has  been  de-  Bartlettv. 
termined  in  a  modem  case,  that  this  does  not  bind  the  trustees  i  T«m°  K.  42. 
as  a  covenant^  but  is  a  clause  of  indemnity  ;  and  the  sense  of  it 
is  this,  that  the  tmstees  and  their  heirs  shall  not  be  accountable 
for  more  than  the  receiver. 

41.  The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  in  any  case  permit  a  Cm  derive  no 
trustee  to  derive  a  benefit  from  the  trust.    Therefore  if  a  trustee  trust. 
compounds  a  debt,  or  buys  it  for  less  than  is  due  upon  it,  he  pOTb^vl'iuu 
shall  not  derive  any  advantage  to  himself  froqi  such  a  transac-  iBro.c.c.i30. 
tion.    But  where  a  trustee  releases  or  compounds  a  debt,  if  it 

appear  to  have  been  done  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust,  the  trustee 
will  be  excused. 

42.  Wherever  trustees  are  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  the  Bound  to  rum- 
Court  of  Chancery  will  compel  them  to  reimburse  the  cestta  que  que  Trust. 
trwi  for  any  loss  which  he  may  have  sustained.    Thus,  if  a  ^  AA.^ais!"*"**' 
trustee  selk  the  estate,  he  will  be  compelled  in  equity  to  make  a 

full  compensation  to  the  cestui  que  trust.    And  if  a  tmstree  con-  j^^™^  »• 

^  '■  Mossman, 

ceals  any  act  done  by  a  co  •trustee,  which  amounts  to  a  breach  iBro.c.C.68. 
of  trust,  he  will  thereby  make  himself  equally  liable. 

43.  Lord  Hobart  is  said  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  an  ac-  i  Ab.  Eq.  384. 
tioD  at  law  might  be  maintained  against  a  trustee  for  breach  of 

trust    This  is  not  consistent  with  Lord  Hardwicke's  definition  ^  ^^  ^^^" 
of  a  trust ;  namely,  that  it  is  such  a  confidence  between  parties, 
that  no  action  at  law  will  lie ;  but  is  merely  a  case  for  the  con- 
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sideration  of  a  court  of  equity.    It  is,  however,  obBenrable,  that 

2^X4*19^'      even  in  equity  the  cestui  que  trust  is  considered  only  as  a  simple 

Perry  v.Phe-      Contract  Creditor,  in  respect  of  such  breach  of  trust ;  unless  the 

ipt,  an  ,c.  .    ^i^g^^  i^^g  acknowledged  the  debt  to  the  trust  estate,  under  his 

hand  and  seal. 

44.  It  is  usual  to  insert  in  all  deeds  by  which  trusts  are  cre- 
ated, a  clause  that  the  trustees  shall  not  be  answerable  for  any 
misfortune,  loss,  or  damage,  which  may  happen  in  the  execution 
of  the  trusts,  unless  they  arise  from  their  own  wilful  default. 
Montfort  V.        But  courts  of  equity  charge  trustees,  and  also  their  representa- 
17  Ves.  485.       tives,  with  the  consequences  of  a  breach  of  trust,  whether  they 

derive  a  benefit  from  the  trust  or  not 

Have  no  tlWw-      45,  It  is  an  established  rule  that  a  trustee  shall  have  no  allow- 
ance for  trouble. 
Treat  of  Eq.       aucc  for  his  care  and  trouble  in  the  execution  of  the  trust ;  for  aa 

pretences  of  this  kind  the  trust  estate  might  be  impoverished. 
Besides,  the  great  diflSculty  there  might  be  in  adjusting  the 
quantum  of  such  allowance,  as  one  man's  time  may  be  more  valu- 
able than  another's ;  nor  can  there  be  any  hardship  in  this,  be- 
cause every  person  who  is  appointed  a  trustee  may  choose  whether 
he  will  accept  the  trust  or  not 
Ellison  v.Airey,       46.  But  in  a  case  where  there  was  a  direction  in  a  will  that  the 

1  Vei«  112 

trustees  should  be  paid  for  their  trouble  as  well  as  expense,  and 
it  being  objected  that  this  might  be  of  general  prejudice.  Lord 
Hardwicke  said,  this  was  a  legacy  to  the  trustees,  to  whom  the 
testator  might  give  satisfaction  if  he  pleased.  In  Serjeant  Hall's 
will,  Sir  Richard  Hopkins's,  and  the  Duchess  of  Marlborough's, 
there  was  a  great  allowance  made  to  the  trustees  for  their  trouble, 
and  no  inconvenience  ;  because  it  could  carry  it  no  farther  than 
where  there  were  particular  directions.  The  Master  was,  there- 
fore, directed  to  inquire  what  the  trustees  might  reasonably  deserve 
for  their  trouble. 

2  Atk  68.  47.  [In  Aylifie  v.  Murray,  two  persons  executors  and  trustees 

under  a  will,  refused  to  prove  or  suffer  the  cestuis  que  trust  to 
take  out  administration  with  the  will  annexed,  until  be  had  ex- 
ecuted a  deed  by  which  he  bound  himself  to  pay  100/.  to  one, 
and  200/.  to  the  other  trustee,  within  six  months  after  they 
should  have  exhibited  an  inventory.  Lord  Hardwicke  decreed 
that  the  deed  was  unduly  obtained,  and  that  no  allowance 
should  be  made  to  the  trustees  and  executors ;  observing  that 
the  Court  would  be  extremely  cautious  and  wary  in  establiriiiDg 
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any  suoh  agreements  for  extraordinary  allowances  beyond  the 
terms  of  the  trast] 

48.  A  trustee  will,  however,  be  allowed  all  costs  and  expenses  But  allowed  all 
which  he  has  been  put  to  in  the  execution  of  his  trust,  unless  he  ^^^^  ^' 
has  been  guilty  of  improper  conduct  ^^  **^^* 

49.  Thus  if  a  trustee  sues  in  Chancery  for  the  trust  estate,  and  xmand  v. 
obtains  a  decree,  with  costs ;  and  afterwards  the  cestui  que  trust  f  cht"ca  128 
exhibits  a  bill  against  him  for  an  account  of  the  trust  estate :  the  Trottv.Dair- 
trustee  will  be  allowed  in  his  disbursements  his  full  costs,  and  780. 

will  not  be  concluded  by  the  costs  that  were  taxed,  (a)  '  ^"^*  ^'  ^'  ^' 

50.  It  is  said  by  Lord  King  to  be  a  rule,  that  the  cestm  que  2  P.  Wids.455. 
trust  ought  to  save  the  trustees  harmless,  as  to  all  damages  rela- 
ting to  the  trust :  therefore,  where  a  trustee  has  honestly  and 

fairly,  without  any  probability  of  being  a  gainer,  laid  out  money, 
by  which  the  cestui  que  trust  is  benefited,  he  ought  to  be  re- 
paid. 

51.  In  all  modern  deeds  whereby  trusts  are  created  there  is  a 
clause  authorising  the  trustees  to  reimburse  themselves  all  costs 
and  expenses  which  they  shall  be  put  to  in  the  execution  of  their 
trust. 

62.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  trustee  should  not  purchase  any  Trustees  seldom 
part  of  the  trust  estate  for  himself,  on  account  of  the  dangerous  ^rchase  the 
consequences  that  might  ensue  from  such  a  practice.  trust  estate. 

53.  Thus  it  was  declared  by  Lord  Hardwicke  that  the  Court  DaTison  v. 
of  Chancery  will  not  suffer  a  trustee  to  purchase  the  estate  of  the  mss.°r'  1743. 
cestui  que  trust,  during  his  minority ;  though  the  transaction 

were  fair  and  honest,  and  as  high,  or  a  higher  price  given  than  any 
other  person  would  give.  This  the  Court  had  always  discoun- 
tenanced, upon  account  of  the  general  inconvenience  that  might 
happen  from  bargains  of  this  kind.  But  where  there  was  a  de- 
cree for  sale  of  a  trust  estate,  and  an  open  bidding  before  the 
Master,  there  the  Court  had  permitted  the  trustee  to  purchase ; 
for  that  was  an  open  auction  of  the  estate.  At  the  same  time, 
he  said,  the  rule  of  the  Court  against  trustees  purchasing  did  not 
extend  to  trusts  for  persons  of  full  age. 

54.  In  another  case,  where  on  a  devise  to  sell  for  payment  of  Whelpdale  v. 
debts  the  trustee  himself  purchased  part;  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  i  Ve8.9! 
he  would  not  allow  it  to  stand  good,  although  another  person, 

(a)  [A  trustee  is  however  liable  to  costs  whea  incurred  through  his  unreasonable  and 
improper  conduct,  1  Rust.  &  M.  70.  Id.  634.] 
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bdng  the  best  bidder,  bought  it  for  him  at  a  public  sale;  tar  b» 

knew  the  dangerous  consequence.    Nor  was  it  eoougb  for  Uie 

trustee  to  say,  you  cannot  prove  any  fraud,  as  it  was  in  his  own 

Vide  6  Ves.       power  to  conceal  it    But  if  the  majority  of  the  cieditors  agreed 

^^'  to  allow  it,  he  should  not  be  afraid  of  asking  the  preoedent. 

Kiiiick  V.  6&.  A  trustee,  who  bad  acted  improperly  in  other  respects, 

4  Bio.&c.i6i.  bought  a  lease,  which  was  part  of  the  trust  property,  at  an  ap- 

praisement ;  and  afterwards  renewed  it  in  his  own  name.  De- 
creed, that  he  should  be  a  trustee  only,  and  account  fcHr  what  he 
purchased. 

66.  In  a  subsequent  case,  it  was  said  there  was  no  genersl 
rule  that  a  trustee  to  sell  should  not  himself  be  the  purchaser ; 
but  that  he  should  not  thereby  acquire  a  profit 

whichanev.         67.  An  estate  was  conveyed  to  six  persons,  in  trust  to  sell  for 

3  Vei.  jun.  740.  the  ben^  of  creditors.    The  estate  was  put  up  to  auction,  and 

purchased  by  one  of  the  trustees,  who  afterwards  sold  it  at  a 
profit  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  some  of  the  creditors,  praying  that 
this  purchase  by  the  trustee  might  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  cre- 
ditors ;  Lord  Rosslyn  said,  it  vrais  a  plain  point  of  equity,  and  a 
principle  of  clear  reasoning,  that  he  who  undertakes  to  act  for 
another  in  any  matter,  shall  not  in  the  same  matter  act  for  him- 
self.   Therefore  a  trustee  to  sell  shall  not  gain  any  advant^e  by 

8  Ves.345.        being  himself  the  person  to  buy.     He  is  not  acting  with  that 

want  of  interest,  that  total  absence  of  temptation,  that  duty  im- 
posed upon  him,  that  he  shall  gain  no  profit.  The  consequence 
is  beyond  doubt,  that  in  whatever  shape  that  profit  redounds  to 
him,  whether  by  management,  which  is  the  common  way,  or  fay 
superior  good  fortune,  it  is  not  fit  that  benefit  should  remain  in 
him.  It  ought  to  be  communicated  to  those  whose  interests  be- 
ing put  under  his  care,  afforded  him  the  means  of  gaining  that 
advantage.  The  trustee  was  decreed  to  account  for  the  profits, 
with  costs. 

68.  In  another  case  it  was  resolved,  that  where  a  trustee  pur- 
chases the  trust  estate,  however  fair  the  transaction,  it  must  be 
subject  to  an  option  in  the  cestui  que  trust,  if  he  comes  in  reason- 
able time,  to  have  a  resale. 

Campbell  v.  59.  A  pcTSou  deviscd  his  estate  to  two  trustees,  upon  trust  to 

5  Ves.  678.       B^U*    One  of  the  trustees  purchased  part  of  the  estate  at  auc- 

tion.  ,A  bill  was  filed  by  the  residuary  legatees,  praying  that 
the  sale  might  be  set  aside,  and  the  premises  resold.    It  ap- 
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peared,  upon  the  eyideuce,   th%t  the  «ale  was  perfectly  fair 
aod  open. 

Sir  R.  P.  Ardeu,  M.  R.  said,  he  would  lay  it  down  at  a  rule, 
that  any  trustee  purchasing  the  trust  property  was  liable  to  have 
the  purchase  set  aside,  if  in  any  reasonable  time  the  cestui  que . 
trust  chose  to  say  he  was  not  satisfied.  The  trustee  purchased, 
subject  to  that  equity.  And  referred  it  to  a  master  to  inquire, 
whether  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  premises 
should  be  resold.  If  the  master  should  be  of  opinion  that  it 
would  be  for  their  benefit,  then  it  was  declared  tba^  they  should  6  Ves.  625. 
be  resold. 

60.  In  another  ease,  however,  Lord  Eldon  allowed  of  a  pur*  Coi<»  v.  Tre- 
chase,  under  a  trust  for  payment  of  debts,  by  the  trustee,  as  g  V(^.  234. 
agent  for  his  father*  both  creditors  in  partnership,  chiefly  because 

the  cestui  que  trust  had  full  information,  and  the  sole  manage* 
naent  of  the  sale ;  making  tarveys,  settling  the  particulars,  fixing 
the  prices,  &c.    His  Lordship  said,  that  a  cestui  que  trust  may  Chamben  o. 

,      ,      .  -     .  .  ,  ^  .  .1.  Waters,  3  Sim. 

deal  with  bis  trustee*  so  that  the  trustee  may  become  the  pur*  42. 
chaser  of  the  estate.  But  though  permitted,  it  was  a  transac- 
tion of  great  delicacy*  and  which  the  Court  would  watch  with 
the  utmost  diligence ;  so  much*  that  it  was  very  hazardous  for  a 
trustee  to  engage  in  such  a  transaction.  A  trustee  might  buy 
from  the  cestui  que  trust,  provided  there  was  a  distinct  and  clear 
contract*  ascertained  to  be  such,  after  a  jealous  and  scrupulous 
examination  of  all  the  circumstances ;  that  the  cestui  que  irttst 
intended  the  trustee  should  buy ;  and  there  was  no  fraud>  no 
concealment*  no  advantage  taken  by  the  tmstee*  of  information 
acquired  by  him  in  the  character  of  trustee. 

61.  In  a  subsequent  case  Lord  Erskine  confirmed  a  purchase  Monev.Royal, 
made  by  a  trustee  from  the  cestui  que  trust,  under  particular  cir-        ^' 
cumstances,  with  the  confirmation  and  acquiescence  of  the 

cestui  que  trust. 

62.  The  case  of  Campbell  v.  Walker  came  before  Lord  Ante,  %.  59, 
Eldon,  on  an  appeal  from  the  Rolls,  who  affirmed  the  decree        ^' 
with  coats ;  but  said — *^  The  principle  has  often  been  laid  down, 

that  a  triistee  for  sale  may  be  the  purchaser  in  this  sense ;  that  he 
may  contract  with  his  cestui  que  trust ;  that  with  reference  to 
the  contract  of  purchase*  they  shall  no  longer  stand  in  the  rela- 
tive situation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust.  And  the  trustee 
having,    through  the  medium  of  that  sort  of  bargain,  evi- 
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dently,  diBtinctly^  and  honestly  proved,  that  he  had  removed 
himself  from  the  character  of  trastee,  his  purchase  may  be 
sustained.*'  (b) 

63.  Where  a  trustee  refuses  to  accept  a  trust,  the  usual  prac- 
tice is  to  require  him  to  release  all  his  estate  and  interest  to  the 
other  trustees ;  or  to  execute  a  deed  of  disclaimer.  Where  be 
releases  he  has  been  considered  as  having,  in  the  first  instance^ 
accepted  the  trust ;  and,  therefore,  as  to  that  part  of  such  trust 
as  consisted  of  personal  confidence*  he  could  not  tranfer  it  to  the 
other  trustees. 

64.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not 
suffer  a  trust  to  fail  for  want  of  a  proper  trustee :  therefore,  if  a 
trustee  refuses  to  accept  of  a  trust,  that  Court  will  interpose; 
and  either  appoint  a  new  trustee,  or  take  upon  itself  the  eieco- 
tion  of  the  trust. 

66.  A  person  devised  all  his  lands  to  two  trustees,  upon  trust 
to  sell  and  pay  his  debts.  One  of  the  trustees  desired  to  re- 
linquish the  trust,  and  the  other  was  willing  to  accept  it  The 
Court  of  Chancery  directed  that  the  trustee,  -who  desired  to  re- 
linquish, should  release  to  the  other. 

66.  In  a  subsequent  case  the  Court  of  Chancery  removed  a 
trustee,  though  he  was  willing  to  act,  his  co*tnistees  having  re- 
fused to  join  with  him  in  the  execution  of  the  trust. 

67.  In  a  late  case  a  decree  was  made  that  a  woman  who  wa^ 
a  trustee,  but  who  had  married  a  foreigner,  should  be  discharged 
from  the  trust,  though  she  denied  any  intention  of  quitting  the 
kingdom,  and  desired  to  continue  in  the  trust.  The  Court  said 
there  was  great  inconvenience  in  a  married  woman's  being  a 
trustee. 

68.  In  all  modern  deeds  of  trust  there  is  a  proviso,  that  in 
case  of  any  of  the  trustees  dying,  or  being  desirous  of  relinquish- 
ing the  trust,  or  becoming  incapable  of  acting ;  a  new  trustee 
shall  be  appointed,  either  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  or  the  other 
trustees ;  and  that  the  property  shall  be  conveyed  to  such  new 
trustees,  jointly  with  the  remaining  trustees,  (c)     Where  this 

(6)  [In  Lees  v.  NuttaU,  I  Ross.  &M.  53.  it  waa  decided  that  if  an  agent  employed  to 
purchase  an  estate  becomes  the  purchaser  for  himself,  he  is  to  be  considered  as  a  trustee 
for  his  principal.] 

(r)  [Where  a  trustee  of  personal  property,  upon  his  retiring  from  the  trust,  trsDsfer 
the  trust  funds  to  another  trustee  not  duly  appointed  according  to  the  power,  he  coatuiaes 
answerable  to  the  ce$tui  que  trust,  Wilkinson  v.  Parry,  4  Russ.  272] 
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clause  is  omitted,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  appoint  a  new 
trustee. 

69.  By  a  private  act  of  parliament,  estates  were  vested  in  Buchanan  v. 
three  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell,  &c.  Mr.  Scott,  one  of  the  6Ves.722. 
trustees,  being  appointed  attorney-general  of  Upper  Canada, 
executed  a  release.  A  bill  was  filed  against  the  two  remaining 
trustees,  praying  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  appoint  a  new 
trustee.  It  was  said  to  be  a  common  case ;  and  the  Court  re- 
ferred  it  to  a  Master  to  appoint  a  new  trustee. 
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